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ABSTRACT
A substantial literature describes factors that prevent people from participating in and
enjoying leisure and recreation activities. These factors have often been regarded as negative and
helping individuals use strategies to maintain participation has been advised. The primary purpose of
this study was to explore whether losses catalyzed selective optimization of resources. This
exploratory research investigated the relationship among (1) life satisfaction, (2) change in leisure
behavior, (3) life management strategies of selection, optimization, and compensation, (4)
enhancement outcomes, and (5) leisure satisfaction. The participants of the study were recruited
from older adults who attended activities and classes provided by South Carolina Senior Solutions,
Osher Lifelong Learning Institute and Emeritus College at Clemson University. The surveys were
collected online as well as in-person. The survey instrument included seven sections: (1) Significant
life events, (2) Activity participation, (3) Enhancement, (4) Life management, (5) How I feel about
my life, (6) My leisure activities, and (7) Socio-demographics. A total of 345 surveys were collected.
To investigate the research questions several linear regressions were conducted. The results
of the study showed the relationship between change in leisure participation and the indicators of
well-being (satisfaction with life and leisure) was complex. The results are summarized and discussed
in five categories (1) the relationship between change in leisure behavior and satisfaction with leisure
and life, (2) the relationship between selective optimization with compensation and satisfaction with
leisure and life, (3) the relationship between enhancement outcomes and satisfaction with life and
leisure, (4) the interaction between SOC and change in leisure behavior, and (5) the relationship
among change in leisure behavior, selective optimization with compensation, and enhancement
outcomes. The results of this study are important in expanding researchers’ understanding of the
relationship between change in leisure behavior and well-being.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Overview
Leisure experience can play a role in human growth and development. Studies reveal that
there are four principal ways in which leisure experience relates to development (Kleiber, 1999). First,
leisure experience can be the result of changing life circumstances such as emergence of family
leisure as a result of marriage. Second, it can be a buffer for negative life events when activities are
used to help in coping with a loss. Third, it can serve as a context for generating growth and personal
transformation such as when play stimulates creativity. On the other hand, leisure experience can be
maladaptive when it fails to promote personal reflection and impedes other developmental tasks
(Kleiber, 1999). Awareness of all these possible relationships is crucial if recreational service
providers are to ensure that leisure experience yields opportunities for growth and successful
development.
The research on the use of time by older adults demonstrates that retirement provides free
time and the freedom to do as they wish as well as freedom from schedules, at least to a greater
degree than previously. For many older adults, free time provides a variety of opportunities to enjoy
daily experiences. The ideal may be for these opportunities to yield “contentment, serenity,
relaxation, and calmness” as well as “action and interaction, fun in an active sense” for older adults
(Kleiber, 2000). However, for some, when there is no specific use, free time can feel like a burden.
As a result, staying active provides older people with a strategy for dealing with free time after
retirement (Ekerdt, 1986), sometimes without attention to whether it is meaningful or even
enjoyable. Ekerdt explains this busy ethic as “an ethic that [only] esteems leisure that is earnest,
occupied, and filled with activity.” This makes life after retirement valuable for retirees as the work
ethic acts like “a weapon in the battle for status and self-respect” for working people (p.239).
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There is an extensive literature on the merits of keeping busy with activities, not only for
older people but also for societies. In Katz’s view, the positive association between activity and wellbeing in old age has been so widely accepted that classification of the activities and their instrumental
use resulted in the limitation of the meaning of leisure. Leisure in old age has become less related to
contemplative pursuits and more centered on activity to fill the time. According to Katz:
Most gerontological and policy discourses pose activity as the “positive” against
which the “negative” forces of dependency, illness, and loneliness are arrayed.
However, retired older people understand that the expectations for them to be
active present a more complex issue than that suggested by the typical
positive/negative binarism inherent in the activity programs and literature (p. 147).
Researchers agree that growth-promoting leisure experience is more than merely passing
time in activities. In examining leisure in later years, McGuire, Boyd, and Tedrick (2005) referred to
activities as “vehicles” which provides opportunities for growth and development. Research
demonstrates that the key aspect of the relation between the leisure experience and successful
development is not the level of participation in various activities, but rather the value of the
experience and satisfaction derived from those activities (Lloyd & Auld, 2001; Mannell & Zuzanek,
1983).
Activity theory (Lemon, Bengtson, & Peterson, 1972) proposes that people age successfully
when they participate in activities in which they maintain their current roles or replace the roles that
they lose. Thus, according to activity theory, severing participation in activities endangers well-being
in later years since it indicates reduction in role occupancy. The changing life circumstances that
people encounter as they grow old, such as health concerns, lack of a partner, or fear of injury, have
been identified as negative factors since they frequently result in the limitation or cessation of leisure
participation. Thus far, activity theory has been the dominant perspective in the field of leisure and
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recreation. Consequently, these factors have received attention from researchers, and recreational
service providers have been advised to facilitate negotiation of constraints to enhance leisure
participation.
An examination of the constraints literature with a life-span perspective offers new insight
into change in leisure behavior in later years. In later years, events such as illness or social losses may
require more time and effort for performing the same everyday activities and/or the performance of
new ones (Klumb & Baltes, 2004; Silverstein & Parker, 2002). In those cases, continuation of the
same pace would have disadvantages since it requires more psychological and physical energy. Some
leisure experiences can be maladaptive for development if the effort required weakens personal
capacity. In a comprehensive review of leisure constraints and gerontology theories, McGuire &
Norman (2005) argue that when a decline in resources naturally occurs, participation in some leisure
activities becomes limited. This limitation can be an adaptive response since it frees resources for the
attainment of the remaining activities, for taking up alternative pursuits, or for remaining “blissfully
inactive.” Their review of life-span theories, such as socioemotional-selectivity theory of Carstensen,
the theory of gerotranscendence of Tornstam and the selective optimization compensation model of
Baltes and Baltes, suggests that limiting or ceasing certain activities can be voluntary and can also
facilitate development.
Development is a lifelong process, consisting of both gains (growth) and losses (decline)
(Baltes, 2005; Baltes, Staudinger, & Lindenberger, 1999). The Selective Optimization with
Compensation model (i.e. SOC), developed by Baltes, Baltes, and their colleagues (1990), describes a
growth promoting reduction process. From a lifespan perspective, this model defines successful
development as a simultaneous “maximization of gains (desirable goals or outcomes) and the
minimization of losses (undesirable goals or outcomes).” Consequently, the primary goals of human
development, growth (i.e. movement toward higher levels of functioning) and maintenance (i.e.
avoidance of negative outcomes) can be achieved through this process:
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By careful selection, optimization, and compensation we are able to minimize the negative
consequences from losses that occur with old age and work on aspects of growth and new
peaks of success, albeit in a more restricted range (Baltes & Baltes, 1998; p. 17).
According to the SOC model, there are age related limitations in life; when biological, physiological,
or social losses in specific functions become challenging, accepting a condition, changing behaviors
or values, and changing environments can facilitate higher levels of functioning and the avoidance of
negative outcomes (Baltes et al., 1998; Figure 1).

Antecedent Conditions

Life Development as
Specialized and Age-Graded
Adaptation
Reduction in General Reserve
Capacity
Losses in Specific Functions

Processes

Selection
Optimization
Compensation

Outcomes

Reduced
and
Transformed
But
Effective Life

Figure 1.1 Life-Span Model of Selective Optimization with Compensation
______________________________________________________________________________
Note: Adapted From Successful aging: Perspectives from the behavioral sciences by Baltes, P.B. and M.M.
Baltes, 1990, New York: Cambridge University Press, p. 22.

Constraints to Leisure
Studies have shown that many conditions can restrict leisure participation and enjoyment.
Numerous researchers have identified leisure constraints and self-rated importance of the constraints
to participation and/or enjoyment (e.g. Frederick & Shaw, 1995; Jackson & Dunn, 1991; Jackson,
2005; James, 2000; Little, 2000; Wade, 1985; Wright & Goodale, 1991). Various models and schemas
have been proposed in the literature to depict the effects of constraints on leisure participation. The
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“Hierarchical Constraints Model” proposed by Crawford, Jackson, & Godbey, (1991) provided the
theoretical base for further research in the field (Gilbert & Hudson, 2000; Alexandris & Caroll, 1997;
Hawkins, Peng, Hsieh, & Eklund, 1999; Henderson & Bialeschki, 1993).
Research shows that individuals usually form sets of strategies following constraints to
maintain participation, and this action has been called "negotiation" (Crawford et al., 1991; Jackson,
Crawford, & Godbey, 1993; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997; Scott, 1991). Engagement in negotiation
actions depends on the existence of constraints and on individuals’ motivation to participate in
activities (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001).
According to the constraints literature, the factors that were most often found to be
prohibitive for actual participation and desired level of participation among older adults are: cost,
time, health problems or concerns, and lack of interest. Those constraints are followed by lack of
transportation, lack of facilities, lack of skill, social expectations, lack of companionship, fear of
crime, lack of energy, and lack of choice over activity type. Some of these constraints were identified
in relation to a specific activity such as adult learning programs (Goodrow, 1975), outdoor recreation
(Strain & Chappell, 1982), physically active leisure (Alexandris, Barkouskie, Tsorbatzoudis, &
Grouios, 2003; Bruce, Devine, & Prince, 2002; Grant, 2001; Mannell & Zuzanek, 1991), and travel
(Fleisher & Pizam, 2002).
Critiques of the leisure constraints research address the necessity of new research directions
and consideration of broader range of criterion variables (see Samdahl, 2005; Nadirova & Jackson,
2000). Researchers underline the fact that some of those constraints are irreversible and may
ultimately restrict actions (e.g. failing eye sight; McGuire & Norman, 2005). McGuire and Norman
(2005) offer an alternative perspective by questioning the role of constraints in successful aging
specially by focusing on the enabling potential of constraints rather than the limiting side of
constraints. They propose an additional criterion variable: “…a welcome decrease in the range of
activity options and reduced need to make decision.
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It may be that the presence of some constraints free individuals to pursue other activities, or remain
blissfully inactive” (McGuire & Norman, 2005, p. 99).
The Enabling Potential of Constraints
Is there an enabling potential of constraints? There is little research exploring various forms
of constructive actions that occur due to various kinds of constraints. In his book Ulysses Unbound
(2000), Elster considers the beneficial aspects of constraints:
Sometimes less is more or, more specifically, that sometimes there are benefits from having
fewer opportunities rather than more…the implication is not that people would choose to
limit their options, but that they would benefit from having fewer rather than more (p. 1-2).
Elster distinguishes constraints as essential and incidental. Incidental constraints are defined
as “the constraints [that] may be chosen by the agent, or not be chosen by the agent for some other
reason, chosen by some other agent, or not be chosen by anyone at all but simply be a fact of life that
the agent must respect.” (p. 4). Essential constraints are defined as “constraints that an agent imposes
on himself for the sake of some expected benefit to himself” and refers to this phenomenon as
“precommitment” or “self-binding” (p. 4). Elster cites the experience of painters, composers, writers,
alcoholics, and movie directors. For example, choosing a canvas of a given size in order to limit the
painting action with the size of the canvas, writing a novel by excluding certain vowels to be creative,
shooting a movie in black and white even though color is available, shooting a silent movie even
though sound is available, or moving to a country where alcohol is totally unavailable in order to quit
drinking. Elster states that “…both choice of constraints and choice within constraints can be
represented as a form of maximization” (p.178). He believes it is usually better to have more options
than fewer; however, there is a nonstandard idea that constraints can be enabling, not only disabling.
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Another nonstandard understanding of constraints is presented by Shogan (2002).
According to Shogan, rules in games set certain restrictions in terms of which action or experience
can occur and makes sense in a given context. The three functions of the rules of games are listed as
prescribing, proscribing, and describing and are explained as follows:
Prescriptive rules or constraints of the game of table tennis, for example, produce particular
actions by specifying what is to count as a skill, say, a volley or a serve. Proscriptive rules or
constraints circumscribe these skills by placing limitations on what counts as a serve or a
volley: hitting the net when serving, for example, does not count as a legitimate serve.
‘Descriptive rules’ circumscribe action by controlling the space and time in which the game
is to be played and by placing stipulations on the equipment to be used. For example in table
tennis, the length of the table, height of the net, texture and size of the ball circumscribe
participants’ actions (p. 29).
Schwartz (2000) provides another perspective by suggesting that it is not always easy to make
selections among available options. Individuals are faced with many choices on a daily basis. These
choices demand time and energy for finding the best options. A large array of choices frees people
from constraints, but leaves them “indecisive.” Therefore, according to Schwartz, freedom can be
experienced as a kind of tyranny, and cultural constraints are necessary for people to live meaningful
and satisfying lives. His example of constrained freedom in the context of language explains the
issue:
The capacity to use language is perhaps the single most liberating characteristic of human
beings. It frees people in significant ways from the temporal and material limitations that
afflict other organisms. People can say anything about anything, at any time, or in any place
– even things, times, and places that have never existed – and they can be understood.
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Therefore, language is probably as vivid an embodiment of human freedom and selfdetermination as anything. But what decades of research on language ability have made clear
is that the thing that makes the liberating features of language possible is that language is
heavily constrained by rules. The reason people can say anything and be understood is that
they can’t say everything. It is linguistic constraint, in the form of these rules that makes the
linguistic freedom possible (p. 81).
Schwartz argues that if choice is not constrained in the way that language is constrained, it is
thus possible that increasing the number of options available to a person can have negative
consequences. Since there are many choices available, one may wish to find the best. But people
often have limited resources to explore all the options. As a result, failure to find the best option
would result in frustration, dissatisfaction, or demotivation. Freedom might result in paralysis and
become a kind of self-defeating tyranny. To Schwartz, self-determination that leads to well-being and
optimal functioning might be better achieved within the limits of constraints.
Elster, Shogan, and Schwartz bring new perspectives to leisure constraints research. Their
conceptual understanding of constraints raises questions about the traditional understanding of the
concept in the recreation and leisure literature (McGuire & Norman, 2005). Thus, constraints can be
enabling as well as disabling.
Problem Statement
One goal of academic researchers interested in the leisure constraints subfield is to predict
and explain the effects of constraints on leisure behavior. Overall, leisure constraint studies have
focused on three areas: (1) identifying and categorizing leisure constraints on participation and
enjoyment (Jackson & Dunn, 1991; Wright & Goodale, 1991; Witt & Godale, 1987), (2) identifying
negotiation strategies used by individuals (e.g. Jackson & Rucks, 1995), and (3) providing suggestions
for enhancing participation by eliminating the feasible constraints (e.g. James, 2000).
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These studies are limited in numerous ways: first, the implicit view of constraints as negative
factors restricting participation/enjoyment (McGuire & Norman, 2005; Samdahl, 2005); second, the
failure to view criterion variables other than participation (Nadirova & Jackson, 2000); and third, the
limited theoretical understanding of constraints in relation to leisure experience. This study explores
whether constraints trigger the selection, optimization, and compensation (SOC) process. This study
tests the SOC model by examining the relationship between leisure behavior change and satisfaction
with life and leisure activities. The major contribution of this study would be in clarifying the linkage
between the lifespan model of SOC and the principles associated with leisure constraint.

Leisure
Satisfaction

SOC

Leisure
Behavior
Change
Life
Satisfaction

Enhancement
Outcomes

Figure 1.2. Hypothesized Relationship among the Constructs
Research Questions
In order to understand whether constraints trigger the SOC process, this study explores the
relationships among leisure behavior change, leisure enhancement, adaptation tendencies (SOC) and
leisure and life satisfaction. The research questions (RQs) deduced from the related literature are as
follows.
RQA: How do enhancement outcomes relate to satisfaction with life and leisure? (p. 79)
RQB: How does engagement in the SOC process relate to satisfaction with life and leisure? (p. 82)
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RQC: How does change in leisure behavior relate to satisfaction with life and leisure? (p. 86)
RQD: Does the effect of SOC on satisfaction with life and leisure vary at different levels of change
in leisure behavior? (p.89)
RQE: Do enhancement outcomes mediate the relationship between leisure behavior change and
satisfaction with leisure activities and life? (p. 101)
RQF: Do people who reduced participation and found benefits and people who did not reduce
participation and did not find benefits differ in terms of SOC and satisfaction with leisure and life?
(p. 105)
Definitions
For the purposes of this study, the following definitions apply:
Selection:
Elective selection: refers to selection made by preference in the existence of constraints such as time
and/or energy (Freund & Baltes, 2002)
Loss-based selection: refers to selection forced through loss of some internal or external resources such
as decrease in financial resources, decrease in physical energy or mental abilities, and/or illness. In
other words, stopping one domain or restricting tasks within the domain(s) because of a loss.
(Freund & Baltes, 2002; p.645).
Optimization: refers to “allocation and refinement of internal or external resources as means of
achieving higher level of functioning in selected domains (goals)” (Freund & Baltes, 1998, p.531).
Compensation: refers to substitution process engaged to “maintain a given level of functioning in the
targeted domain, when confronting loss of resources or the decline of goal-relevant means in a
selected domain of functioning” (Freund & Baltes, 1998, p. 531)
Self-perceived health: self-rating of health, depending on individuals’ perception, subjective
evaluation of current health status.
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Leisure behavior change: refers to change in participation behavior in three activity categories (i.e.
social activities, physical activities, and intellectual activities).
Constraints: refers to various conditions, within the leisure constraints and gerontology literature,
reported by older adults as reasons for ceased or reduced participation in leisure activities.
Enhancement outcomes: refers to perceived benefits of negative conditions. More specifically, the
following outcomes are investigated in particular: achievement of other priorities, discovery of new
capacity / acquisition of new skills, and change in attitude toward leisure (Kleiber, McGuire, &
Aybar-Damali, 2004).
Satisfaction with leisure activities: refers to the extent to which individuals perceive that certain
personal needs are met or satisfied through leisure activities (Beard & Ragheb, 1980).
Life satisfaction: refers to feeling of zest (i.e. enthusiasm) for life, resolution and fortitude,
congruence between expected and achieved goals, positive self-concept, and positive feelings about
present life state.
Zest vs apathy: refers to an enthusiasm of response to life in general and not related to any specific
type of activity.
Resolution and fortitude: refers to proactive acceptance of personal responsibility for life
Congruence between desired and achieved goals: refers to relative difference between the level of the goals
and the level of achievement.
Self-concept: refers to feeling old but considering oneself as wise and competent.
Mood tone: refers to optimism and happiness with the present life state.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA): refers to a type of factor analysis method: its primary objective is
to determine the ability of a defined factor model to fit an observed set of data (Kline, 2005).
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Organization of the Dissertation
This study is divided into six major sections. Chapter 1 introduces literature associated with this
study in particular. Chapter 2 focuses solely on constraints and Selective Optimization with
Compensation model in which the key issues required in the building of the base of this study are
described. Chapter 3 focuses on methodological issues which include study areas, participants, survey
instruments, survey design, and administration process. Chapter 4 is devoted to the presentation of
descriptive results and confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) models explaining the factorial structure of
the measurement instruments. Chapter 5 presents the inferential results. Finally, Chapter 6 focuses
on summary and conclusions.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter is composed of two sections. The first section focuses on the review of the
constraints literature. The following section demonstrates the relevance of a life-span model, selective
optimization with compensation. Some of the themes presented here are revisited in chapters 5 and
6.
Constraints to Leisure
Constraints and barriers have been a research interest among leisure and recreation
researchers for a long time. The earliest studies go back to the national recreation survey studies of
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC, 1962) and the series of travel market
studies of the Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan (Lansing & Blood, 1964). In
defining constraint, researchers typically attempt to picture the potential reasons for nonparticipation. Therefore, the definition of constraint does not vary widely. In a general sense
constraints are defined as:
“…factors that are assumed by researchers and/or perceived or experienced by individuals
to limit the formation of leisure preferences and/or to inhibit or prohibit participation and
enjoyment in leisure” (Jackson, 2000, p.62)
The constraints literature is examined in two sections: a conceptual understanding of
constraints in the leisure and recreation field, and a life-span perspective in constraints research with
a focus on aging.
Conceptual Understanding
Conceptual development in constraints literature was begun by the study of Crawford and
Godbey (1987). The three categories of barriers (i.e. interpersonal, intrapersonal, and structural
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barriers) proposed by Crawford and Godbey (1987) were based on Kurt Lewin’s field theory. The
intrapersonal component involved individual psychological states and attributes and proposed to
affect only preferences. Interpersonal components are either a product of intrapersonal constraints
or the interaction between two or more people (e.g. wife and husband), whereas structural
components refer to intervening factors between preferences and participation. Consider the case of
canceling your plan for going on a bike trip to the mountains because of a malfunction with your
bicycle. According to Crawford and Godbey’s conceptualization, your participation is constrained
because of a structural constraint which is the equipment malfunction. Consider another case in
which you have just turned down an invitation to a hiking trip. Although you are invited and your
friends hope to see your there, you would rather watch TV since you think that you do not have the
necessary hiking skills. In this case, your perception of your skills drives your action and preference
(intrapersonal constraints). However, using this same scenario, if your decision to stay home had
been driven by the conflict between you and the tour guide, this example would have illustrated
interpersonal constraints.
The efforts made to create models and schemas to investigate the existence of these
categories and the relationships among them contributed to the conceptual understanding.
Henderson, Stalnaker, and Taylor (1988) conducted a quantitative study regarding the relationship
between barriers and recreation and gender-role personality traits. Henderson et al. (1988) used two
new terms: “antecedent” barriers (identified as personality, interests, social inappropriateness, body
image, and lack of interest) and “intervening” barriers (identified as the structural constraints
between preferences and participation in Crawford and Godbey’s model, 1987). Henderson et al.
(1988) found that personality in relation to gender role plays an antecedent barrier role in affecting
perception of intervening constraints.
Henderson et al.’s model was modified by Jackson (1990) with a study on the relationship
between desire to begin a leisure activity and antecedent constraints. “Lack of desire for a new
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activity” was the most frequently stated reason for non-participation among the study participants;
therefore, Jackson proposed that antecedent constraints might be negatively affecting preference and
interest development in particular, not intervening constraints or participation (Jackson, 1988).
Responding to the previous presentation of these categories as conceptually disconnected,
Crawford et al. (1991) reconsidered the relationships among the categories identified by Crawford
and Godbey (1987) and created one single model called the “hierarchical model of leisure
constraints”. This new model addressed leisure participation and non-participation as the outcome.
According to the model, the relationship among the categories is hierarchical (or linear), which means
that structural constraints gain salience only when individuals develop preferences and interpersonal
compatibility and coordination, and participation occurs in the absence of constraints. The
development of this model presented groundwork for future empirical studies.
Researchers tested the existence of the categories and the proposed hierarchical relationship
among the categories (Gilbert & Hudson, 2000; Hawkins et al., 1999; Raymore, Godbey, Crawford,
& Voneye, 1993) and expanded the proposed model (Henderson & Bialeschki, 1993; Jackson et al.
1993). Hawkins et al. (1999) examined leisure constraints by focusing on participation in new leisure
activities by adults with mental retardation. The study included 118 adults aged from 34 to 80
(average age 54.3 years) who were mildly to moderately mentally retarded. Hawkins et al. state that
the diversity in lives and social situations of these specific people could not benefit from the
explanation of the current model. People who are highly dependent on circumstances and others
might experience leisure constraints in very different dimensions. “Adults with mental retardation do
express preferences and are able to act on personal interests but often are prevented from doing so
by caregivers or social practices that shape their daily lives, thoughts, and self-perceptions” (p. 190).
Researchers suggested that constraints may not be sequential and hierarchical but dynamic
and integrated. In other words, people may experience and be aware of three categories of
constraints simultaneously. For example, Henderson and Bialeschki (1993) explored the relationships
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among constraints, preferences, and participation to ascertain some of the patterns associated with
women’s leisure. The earlier work of Crawford et al. (1991) and Jackson et al. (1993) were supported,
and the hierarchical model was expanded based upon women’s experience. Research has shown that
people use strategies in order to continue participation in the course of constraints, and this action
was explained as “Negotiation”.
The concept of negotiation in leisure and recreation literature is considered an influential
factor in determining recreational participation. Since the history of research on negotiation is
limited, there is no clear definition of the concept; however, researchers typically operationalize
negotiation process as engagement in strategies for “participation despite constraints” (e.g. Kleiber,
McGuire, Aybar-Damali, & Norman, 2007).
In a qualitative study on group-related constraints in contract bridge, Scott (1991) identified
three groups of 10 constraints: (1) constraints related to diminishing interest in bridge among
younger generation, (2) constraints related to individual differences among group members, and (3)
constraints related to group process. Scott pointed out that “constraints are not in themselves
insurmountable” by showing that contract bridge players used strategies such as establishing a game
schedule that can adjust to individuals’ time, developing skills to transit to serious bridge, and
acquiring information about other opportunities to overcome constraints. Similarly, in examining the
impact of constraints on participation and individuals’ response to constraints, Kay and Jackson
(1991) asked people about the way they dealt with financial and time constraints in relation to their
leisure. The results supported the findings of Scott - participation occurred despite constraints. Only
11 percent of respondents said they ceased participation due to financial constraints; among the rest,
8 percent tried to find the cheapest opportunity, and 4 percent used other economics. In terms of
time constraint, 2 percent reduced work time, 27 percent reduced household task time, and 71
percent limited their leisure.
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Samdahl and Jekubovitch (1993) interviewed 88 adults aged 30 to 65 and identified several
time management strategies used to deal with constraints. The strategies were (1) controlling daily
routines, (2) dividing chores up to accommodate leisure, (3) choosing alternative activities requiring
less time, and (4) accepting the fact that sustaining participation in the same activities is irrelevant
some cases due to life changes. Similarly, other research studied women’s participation in the maledominated area of adventure recreation (Little, 2002). In a qualitative study, Little collected journals
and diaries from the study participants to identify the strategies used to overcome barriers.
Prioritizing, compromising, creativity, and advance planning were some of them.
According to Jackson et al., (1993) negotiations could be cognitive (cognitive dissonance) or
behavioral (a change in the behavior). In a study using data from a Canadian study of leisure
participation, motivations, and constraints among junior high school and high school students,
Jackson and Rucks (1995) investigated the negotiation of constraints. The study identified 100
constraints organized into 8 categories. Twenty-three percent of the participants reported
participation despite having problems in doing so. Constraints such as commitments, health
problems, lack of necessary skills, and parents’ approval were identified. According to the identified
negotiation strategies, Jackson and Rucks distinguished between the cognitive and behavioral
negotiation groups of Jackson et al. This distinction was made by categorizing responses as “action”
(behavioral) and “inaction” (cognitive). Among the strategies, time modification, acquisition of new
skills, changing interpersonal relationships, improving finances, and using medications/physical
therapies were identified as behavioral strategies. Ignoring problems, pushing oneself harder, and
becoming more assured are some of the actions categorized by Jackson and Rucks as cognitive
strategies.
Hubbard and Mannell (2001) tested the different combinations of relationships among
constraints, negotiation, participation, and motivation by using structural equation modeling. The
constraints were operationalized as the three categories of constraints proposed by Crawford and
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Godbey (1987). According to this study motivation plays a significant role in the relationship
between negotiation and participation. Motivation for an activity triggers engagement in negotiation
strategies when constraints are encountered. These findings also explain why constraints were found
to be weakly related to participation and participation occurred despite constraints in the studies of
Jackson and Kay (1991) and Shaw, Bonen, and McCaben (1991). Recently, researchers presented that
persons’ negotiation efficacy, defined as people’s confidence in their ability to successfully use
negotiation strategies to overcome the constraints they encounter, increase both motivation and
negotiation efforts in individuals (Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007).
Constraints and Aging
The changes in leisure behavior at later stages in life have often been explained by natural
conditions occurring during the aging process. According to the earlier studies the factors that were
found to be the most prohibitive for actual participation and desired level of participation in older
adults are health, social expectations, lack of companionship, fear of crime, fear of falling, and lack of
energy. Some of the constraints were identified in relation to a specific activity such as adult learning
programs (Goodrow, 1975), outdoor recreation (Strain & Chappell, 1982), physically active leisure
(Alexandris, Barkouskie, Tsorbatzoudis, & Grouios, 2003; Bruce, Devine, & Prince, 2002; Grant,
2001; Mannell & Zuzanek, 1991), or traveling (Fleisher & Pizam, 2002).
In terms of specific activity participation, Goodrow (1975) conducted a study on limiting
factors in reducing participation in older adults’ learning opportunities. Study participants age 65 and
over were given a set of 31 cards with the most frequently stated reasons for not participating in
older adult learning programs written on each of them. When individuals were asked to select the
factors which would prohibit their participation in future or current learning programs and rank
order the three most important ones, poor vision was stated as the most serious constraint, followed
by poor health and lack of transportation. Similarly, Trela and Simmons (1971) conducted a study
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investigating the factors affecting membership and attrition in a senior center. The study subjects
reported that factors such as competing activities and interests, ambivalence toward organizational
activity, transportation problems, and poor health interfered most with participation and
membership.
Strain and Chappell (1982) conducted a study on outdoor recreational participation of older
adults. The study was conducted in two rural communities in Manitoba, Canada, with individuals age
60 and over. The study participants were asked to report their simple participation rate on a list of 22
outdoor activities, to list other desired activities, and to report why they did not participate to the
extent to which they desired. The most frequently reported reasons were: lack of facilities, lack of
time, lack of companionship, health problems, transportation problems, weather, being old, being
too lazy/never get around to it, care-giving, and finance.
McGuire (1984) conducted the first study to examine factors in advanced adulthood. He
tested the relationship between life satisfaction and leisure constraints. He constructed a list of 30
constraints based on previous research and distributed to a sample of 454 individuals. Participants
were asked to rate the importance of each constraint in limiting their leisure involvement. Factor
analytic results grouped the thirty constraints into five factors: external resources (such as equipment,
money, and information), time, approval, abilities/social, and physical well-being.
Many studies have been conducted on the participation level of older adults in exercise
programs or physical activities. Mannell and Zuzanek (1991) studied the physically active leisure
involvement of older adults and examined the reasons and constraints reported for nonparticipation
by using ESM-AAPT analyses (i.e. Experiential Sampling Method and Alternative Activity Probe
Technique). Study participants aged between 55 and 88 were asked if they felt like exercising and, if
not, what the reason was. Being too busy, the wrong time, having already exercised, feeling too tired,
lack of interest, the present activity of too much interest, being sick, and exercise planned for later in
the day were the major reasons for not feeling like participating. Bruce, Devine, and Prince (2002)
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stated that fear of falling was an important factor in understanding physical activity levels in older
adults. For one in every three independently functioning women aged 70 and over, fear of falling has
been found to be independently leading restrictions on recreational physical activity level. Similarly,
Alexandris et al., (2003) investigated perceived constraints on community-based physical activity
program participation in adults aged 60 and over in Greece. The participants reported
individual/psychological problems as the most important constraints for the participation.
Researchers examined the role various functional abilities play in performing leisure activities. For
example, Janke, Davey, and Kleiber (2006) reported that having a chronic illness such as arthritis,
hypertension, or stroke, having a difficulty in daily activities such as bathing and walking, and having
depressive symptoms were related to declines in leisure participation across physical, informal, and
formal domains of leisure. Research indicates conditions such as loss of muscular mass and decrease
in muscle elasticity is often associated with coordination problems, fatigue, and ultimately disruption
of daily routines of older adults, and osteoarthritis and rheumatoid arthritis, the two most common
forms of joints problems, influence older adults’ activity participation. Other conditions such as
cardiovascular disease, high blood pressure, and decrease in insulin secretion are also influences on
daily routines of older adults since they require behavioral modifications on how to perform everyday
activities (McGuire et al., 2005).
Health related concerns are important determinants for older travelers in terms of their
vacation decisions. Fleischer and Pizam (2001) conducted a study on tourism constraints among
Israeli seniors age 65 and over. The study tested the relationship between taking a vacation the
previous year, length of vacation, age, self-assessed health, being a member of an organization,
education level, religious orientation, gender, income, and marital status. The results show that
income level and health status are the main determinants of taking a vacation and length of stay.
Health related issues appear as constraints in other studies as well. For example, McGuire et
al. (1986) conducted a study to examine constraints to participation in outdoor recreation activities
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across the life span. They discussed the constraints issue in two major categories: limitors and
prohibitors. Study participants listed poor health as a limitor as well as a prohibitor. These findings
were supported by other researchers as well. Strain, Grabusic, Searle, and Dunn (2002) investigated
the continuation and ceasing of leisure activities in later life. The study subjects aged 60 years and
over were interviewed in 1985 and 1993 about their frequency of participation in a series of specific
leisure activities (watching TV, reading, shopping and dining out, walking, travel, outdoor yard work,
church services, playing cards, and theatre/movies/spectator sports). The researchers stated that age,
health status, and functional ability were among the major determinants of the participation over an 8
year span.
Empirical evidence in leisure research strongly supports the notion that leisure participation
patterns vary by type of activities. Gauther and Smeeding (2003) reported that as paid work declined
sharply with age (from age 45 to 75+) in nine countries (Australia, Canada, Finland, Germany, Italy,
the Netherlands, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United States), personal activities accounted
for the largest share of the total time devoted to passive activities, followed by watching television.
Time devoted to social activities represented one of the largest subcategories of active pursuits and
stayed stable across the age groups, followed by intellectual activities. Recent studies on the same
subject matter confirm these results. For example, Adams (2004) conducted a study on changing
investments in activities and interests in elders’ lives. Nine-hundred and ninety non-institutionalized
older adults were mailed a survey of change in activity and interest. The respondents were asked to
compare their percent level of investment in activities compared to 10 years ago (e.g. less than, about
the same, or more than). In the total sample, hearing from family and friends, importance of spiritual
life and prayer, taking pleasure in small things, visiting with family, attending religious services,
reading, puzzles or computer, getting together with old friends, keeping up with current events, and
worrying about problems of family or friends were the activities that were more often done. Adams
(2004) reported that over a ten years span, the most stable investment occurred in family and friends.
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Life-Span Model: Selective Optimization with Compensation (SOC)
The life-span model of selection, optimization and compensation (SOC: Baltes & Baltes
1990; Figure 1.1) describes an optimal aging process. The basic assumption of the SOC model is that
individual resources are limited; therefore, internal and/or external limitations require a selectivity
process, which results in achievement of goals through optimization and compensation. The model
explains an adaptive process that individuals use to balance gains and losses. More specifically, the
process of SOC enables two major human development goals: (1) movement toward higher levels of
functioning (growth) and (2) avoidance of negative outcomes (maintenance). This means that human
development process involves selection of goals, optimization of means (resources), and
compensation of losses.
Elective selection occurs when selection is made by preference or guidance of social norms
with the view of constraints of resources inherent to human existence such as time and energy
(Freund & Baltes, 2002). In other words, elective-selection refers to narrowing the range of goals or
domains of functioning from the available options. Elective-selection often occurs naturally with
decreasing opportunities and internal sources. Freund and Baltes (2002) give an example of
“committing oneself to focus on one’s career instead of one’s hobbies until a certain professional
level is achieved” (p. 645). Loss-based selection occurs when goal selection is forced through loss of
some internal or external resources such as money or loss of sense of hearing. According to the
model, when the cost of achievement of selected goal is more than its gains, the most adaptive
response would be the loss-based selection which is stopping one domain or restricting tasks within
the domain(s). Freund and Baltes (2002) give an example of “committing oneself to collecting stamps
instead of playing tennis when arthritic pain becomes too bad to continue with tennis” (p. 645).
Optimization means development or improvement of internal and external resources and means for
achieving optimum level of functioning or higher level of performance in the selected domain.
Optimization can occur by acquiring new skills and resources, practicing skills, modeling successful
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others, allocating time, allocating effort and energy, and focusing attention. Compensation refers to
acquisition and use of alternative resources and means to achieve or maintain desired level of
functioning in a selected domain. Use of external aids or help of others, use of therapeutic
interventions, and substituting means can be compensation examples for decline in goal relevant
means.
Baltes and Lang (1997) examined the relationship between a number of resources necessary
for the maintenance of high functioning and their efficacy on everyday functioning in a crosssectional study. The study tested whether participants scoring high on resources showed fewer age
differences in everyday functioning when they were compared with people who score low in
resources. Five-hundred and sixteen community-dwelling and institutionalized older adults aged
between 70 and 103 took part in the Berlin Aging Study (BASE). The resources were evaluated in
terms of the following dimensions: (1) Sensory-motor – cognitive resources and (2) Social –
personality resources. Older adults were divided into four groups: resource-rich, resources higher
than the median level in both of the dimensions, resource-poor, resources lower than the median
level in both of the dimensions, and the two other groups, resources higher than the median level in
only one category. Baltes and Lang found that resource-rich groups engaged in a greater variety of
activities (housekeeping, physical, intellectual, and social-relational), more TV viewing, and less
resting or passive times during the day. Baltes and Long concluded that resource-rich participants
exhibited less negative age trends than resource-poor participants and suggested that resources might
be playing a buffering role against negative aging affects on everyday functioning. In other words,
resources helped older adults to maintain the variety of activities in which they engaged.
On the other hand, when the relationship between availability of resources and survival was
investigated, it was observed that survival depended on both SOC and available resources. Following
the cross-sectional study of Baltes and Lang (1997), Lang, Rieckmann, and Baltes (2002) conducted a
study to examine the changes in SOC related behaviors of resource-rich and resource-poor
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individuals (grouped by Baltes and Lang in 1997) within a 4-year time period. The sample of 195 out
of 206 participants from Baltes and Lang’s study took part in this study. Resources and functioning
of the study participants were measured using the same instruments used by Baltes and Lang. Lang et
al. (2002) specified the indicators of SOC as: (1) the increase of contact with family members during
the day and (2) the decrease in diversity of activities within the most salient leisure domain as the
indicators of selection, (3) the increase in the number and duration of sleep phases during the day as
the indicator of compensation, and (4) the increase in the variability of time investment across all
reported activities as the indicator of optimization. The study results showed that indicators of SOC
were reported more among resource-rich participants than among resource-poor participants, and
participants of the resource rich group were more likely to have survived. The findings of these
studies show that availability of resources was helpful to older adults’ SOC behaviors. On the other
hand, there was another aspect of resource-richness - resource-rich nonsurvivors spent more time on
housekeeping, social, and intellectual leisure than resource-poor nonsurvivors. These results indicate
that using SOC life management strategies is an adaptive mechanism, and disengagement or full
engagement with activities will not contribute to well-being without orchestration of the selection,
optimization, and compensation strategies.
Thus far, the SOC model has been used in various domains: life-management (Freund &
Baltes, 2002), successful aging (Freund & Baltes, 1998), social relations / personal relationships
(Carstensen, 1991, 1995), and family (Baltes & Heydens-Gahir, 2003). Substantial research shows that
SOC is an adaptive process throughout an individual’s life-span across numerous domains in life.
In a cross-sectional study Freund and Baltes (1998) contacted all survivors of Baltes and
Lang’s study (200 older adults aged between 72.6 and 102.7 years) to analyze the relationship between
three global subjective indicators of personal functioning and well-being (i.e. subjective well-being,
positive emotion, and absence of loneliness), and use of SOC strategies. The study showed that selfreported SOC behaviors are positively associated with subjective indicators of successful aging;
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however, as age increased, the use of SOC strategies decreased. This relationship was not affected by
other variables, such as personal life investment, neuroticism, extraversion, openness, control beliefs,
intelligence, or subjective health.
Similarly, Freund and Baltes (2002) conducted two studies to examine the relationship
between use of SOC strategies and subjective indicators of successful life management (positive
emotions and well-being). In the first study 218 subjects filled out the 36 item SOC questionnaire,
and in the second study, the sample of 181 subjects (age 21 and over) filled out the 48 item SOC
questionnaire as well as several personality questionnaires. Along with SOC questionnaires,
information on subjective indicators of successful life management was also collected in each of the
studies. The studies found that the people who reported the use of SOC also reported higher levels
of well-being even after personality and motivational variables were controlled for.
Another study (Baltes & Heydens-Gahir, 2003) examined the role of the SOC process in
relation to both job/family stressors and work-in-family conflict/family-in-work conflict. Study
participants were selected from the StudyResponse Project (an online social science research
resource). Two-hundred and forty-one individuals aged between 21 and 64, working full-time,
married or living with a partner, and/or with children served as study participants. They each filled
out a 12-item version of the SOC questionnaire, job/family involvement, job/family stressor,
supervisor/social support, time management behavior, and background questionnaires. The results
showed that the use of SOC strategies in both work and family domains were related to lower levels
of job and family stressors, work-in-family, and family-in-work conflict.
The life-span model of SOC has also been used in the vocational behavior literature (Baltes
& Dickson, 2001; Klumb & Baltes, 2004; Wiese, Freund, & Baltes, 2000; Wiese, Freund, & Baltes,
2002). Wiese et al. (2000) explored whether there were any age-related associations with SOC in
younger individuals. The study participants (206 German young adults aged from 25 to 36) were
chosen from an employed population. All the participants completed three versions of SOC
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questionnaires and questionnaires related to selected indicators of successful life management. The
researchers examined whether successful life management was related to use of SOC and whether
this relationship was a function of age in younger years. The study showed that individuals who
reported high SOC scores also reported higher scores on multiple subjective indicators of work
success and partnership success. Individuals’ control belief and personality traits did not explain this
relationship.
A longitudinal study conducted by Wiese, Freund, and Baltes (2002) investigated the
predictive effect of SOC on subjective career success and emotional well-being. The researchers
contacted the participants of Weise et al.’s study (2000) and sent a questionnaire to 180 of those 206
people. The study participants aged 28 to 39 filled out the SOC questionnaire, as well as
questionnaires about emotional well-being, success and satisfaction at work domains and personality
traits. The three year interval showed that use of SOC strategies predicted work specific and global
subjective well-being. Optimization and compensation specifically predicted emotional balance and
satisfaction with work situations. Personality traits did not affect the results.
Age and gender play a role in the use of SOC strategies. Studies show that self-reported SOC
behaviors are positively associated with subjective indicators of successful aging; however, as age
increased the use of SOC strategies decreased (Freund & Baltes, 2002; Gignac, Ott, & Badley, 2002;
Wiese, Freund, & Baltes, 2000; Freund & Baltes, 1998; Abraham & Hasson, 1995). Overall, the
middle age group (43-67 yrs) reported more SOC related behaviors than younger and older age
groups (18-43 and 67-89). Also, gender was found to be significantly related to compensation and
optimization strategies (Wiese, Freund, & Baltes, 2000). Compared to men, women presented greater
use of compensation strategies in work and partnership domains, and more use of optimization
strategies in the partnership domain.
Gignac, Cott, and Badley (2002) examined whether individuals (248 older adults with
disability arising from osteoarthritis, aged 55 and over) who experienced a functional loss engaged in
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SOC strategies and how their engagement associated with age, illness variables, disability, illness
perceptions, and support. Using structural questionnaires, Gignac et al. (2002) collected information
on arthritis helplessness, social network, changed capacity and goals, having a surgery, severity of
pain, degree of disability in 24 activities, and behavioral adaptation. Study results showed that older
adults made at least one adaptation to manage their condition, and most used all three processes (S,
O, and C). Participants spent the most effort on compensation (made up half of the adaptations) and
optimization, not on selection. The following SOC strategies were reported: Selection (Given up,
restricting, and limiting activities), Optimization (Planned to avoid problems, used movement to
avoid problems, and used periods of rest to renew energy), and Compensation (Substituted one
activity or object with another, used furniture, gadgets, or assistive devices). Among those three
processes, selection was the least preferred strategy. The results indicate that participants of this study
(older adults with loss in functional abilities) prefer negotiating the constraints rather than removing
or eliminating activities from one’s repertoire.
Table 2.1 presents a summary of how researchers investigated SOC’s relation to other
psychosocial constructs in various domains of life such as work and family. The model has a
relatively short history, and its application to the leisure context is limited.
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Table 2.1 Summary of Studies Utilizing the SOC Model
Independent variables
Self-efficacy, exercise
intention, action plans,
coping planning, SOC
physical exercise specific,
perceived resource loss
SOC general
Resources
SOC work specific
SOC family specific

Dependent variables
Physical exercise (endurance, strength, game sports)
Orthopedic outcome
Subjective well-being

Reference
Ziegelmann &
Lippke (2007)

Subjective well-being

Vision loss
SOC strategies

Reasons for reading
Importance of reading for leisure, Barriers to reading in
instrumental activities of daily living
Perceptions of independence

Jopp & Smith
(2006)
Baltes &
Heydans-Gahir
(2003)
Ryan, Anas,
Beamer, &
Bajorek (2003)
Gignac & Falter
(2003)

SOC
Self-efficacy

Job stressor, family stressor, work in family conflict, family in
work conflict

SOC general

Life satisfaction

SOC general

Emotional balance
Subjective success in work
Job satisfaction
Positive emotions
Well-being
SOC

SOC general
Resources
Resources
SOC general
SOC general
Resources

SOC work-specific

Everyday functioning (the sequence, duration, frequency, and
geographical and social context of activities)
Emotional balance, subjective success in work, job
satisfaction
Subjective well-being (satisfaction with aging, lack of
agitation, satisfaction with life), Positive emotions, Absence of
loneliness
Higher everyday functioning (Length of waking day,
Variability of activities, Frequency of social activities,
Duration of housekeeping activities, Duration of intellectual
activities, Duration of time alone)
Competency maintenance, Job latitude

Choue & Chi
(2002)
Wise, Freund, &
Baltes (2002)
Freund & Baltes
(2002)
Gignac, Cott, &
Badley (2002)
Lang, Rieckman,
& Baltes (2002)
Wise, Freund, &
Baltes (2000)
Freund & Baltes
(1998)
Baltes & Lang
(1997)
Abraham &
Hansson (1995)

Chapter Summary
The constraints research is limited in providing an understanding of the link between the
aging process and change in leisure behavior in later stages of life. Constraint research finds that
many health conditions or life-stage specific situations are listed more often as constraints in later
years. In the literature presented here, researchers often gave study participants a list of barriers and
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asked them to rate how much their participation to their current activities were limited by those or
asked if there were any factors limiting/inhibiting their participation to activities at a desired level or
their participation in a new activity. Leisure constraints have been investigated from the activity
theory perspective. This approach yielded the assumption, “more is better”. Thus, the constraints
research which is guided by the assumptions: (1) constraints are inflexible obstacles, and (2) the effect
of constraints on leisure is to limit participation, has failed to acknowledge physical, social or
psychological characteristics of various life-stages that require adjustment.
Adopting a life-span perspective in studying participation level, satisfaction with activities,
and how people feel about the impacts of constraints on their life can provide insight to the
understanding of quality of life, specifically life satisfaction. The literature shows that use of SOC
strategies is an adaptive process that contributes to individuals’ psychosocial development (Baltes &
Baltes, 1990). Research found that older adults benefit more from adapting SOC than younger adults,
for example in work domain (age range 40-69; Abraham & Hansson, 1995); however, the studies
have shown that middle aged adults (43-67) used SOC more than younger (18-43 years) or older
adults (67-89 and over) (Gignac, Cott, & Badley, 2002; Freund & Baltes, 2002, 2001; Freund &
Baltes, 1998). The general explanation is the acceptance of limitations as a condition of aging
(Gignac, Cott, & Badley, 2002), or lack of resources to engage in SOC in later years (Freund &
Baltes, 2002; Freund & Baltes, 1998). As researchers (Gignac et al., 2002) reported, the least preferred
life-management strategy was loss-based selection, defined as reduction, among older adults who
experience a functional loss, indicating that continuation through negotiation of constraints was
preferred. The critical question is whether limiting participation in some leisure activities is an
adaptive response when a decline in resources naturally occurs. As McGuire and Norman (2005)
suggest that unlike negotiation efforts, this limitation may free resources for the attainment of the
remaining activities, for taking up alternative pursuits, or for remaining “blissfully inactive”. The
application of SOC in leisure research in relation to constraints is limited; therefore, there is a limited
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understanding of how SOC relates to leisure behavior and well-being. The fundamental
understanding of the SOC model may bring a new perspective to constraints research.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
The purpose of the study was to explore whether constraints catalyzed the SOC process.
This chapter is the road map divided into five sections to present the rationale and the philosophical
assumptions underlying the basis of this study. These five sections describe: (1) study groups and
sampling strategy, (2) the instruments used in this study, (3) survey design process, (4) data collection
process, and (5) data analysis.
Study Groups and Sampling
Study Groups
Study participants included members of the Osher Lifelong Learning Institute at Clemson
University, The Emeritus College at Clemson University, and Senior Solutions at Upstate South
Carolina. Each group provides opportunities for maximizing the socio-demographic characteristics
of the sample and variety of leisure interests. The common feature of these institutes is providing
opportunities for older adults to stay engaged in life.
The Osher Lifelong Learning Institute (OLLI) is a non-profit membership organization
providing opportunities for adults to stay engaged in life. The mission of the OLLI is “to provide
opportunities for adults to further their knowledge in both academic and recreational pursuits, and to
share their experience and interests with other members” (Osher Lifelong Learning Institute, 2007).
OLLI members are from the Upstate area. The instructors and the facilitators are volunteer retired
educators or individuals who wish to share their knowledge and experiences. Numerous classes are
offered by OLLI such as arts and crafts, music, computers, philosophy, language, fitness, and health.
South Carolina Senior Solutions is a non-profit organization. The mission of this
organization is “to promote the mental, physical, and spiritual well-being of the senior community”
(Senior Solutions, 2007). Senior solutions in Upstate South Carolina provides various services such as
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transportation, information and referral, adult day care, home care, home delivered meals, congregate
dining sites, and senior centers. Seniors centers are places where seniors go for individual or group
activities such as physical exercise, games, computer classes, bingo, bridge, chess, poetry, dance, and
educational seminars. The Emeritus College is structured within Clemson University with a focus on
identifying and advancing the continuing intellectual interests of retired faculty. The Emeritus College
aims to support retired faculty stay connected to the University through teaching and research
(Emeritus College, 2007).
Sampling
For the purpose of this study, a convenience sample was drawn. I prepared the survey
packages and contacted the directors of the previously described study groups. After explaining the
purpose of the study, data collection procedure, and the length of the survey, I asked the directors of
OLLI and Emeritus College and the coordinators of Senior Solutions for their permission and help
in recruiting participants. Since this study required participants to complete a survey instrument with
minimum assistance, I received help from the directors and the coordinators during the data
collection process. A total of 350 surveys were distributed in person. In addition, the link to an
online survey was sent to 1,041 members of Osher Lifelong Learning Institute at Clemson University
and 368 senior center members in the Anderson area of South Carolina.
Descriptions of the Scales
The survey instrument consists of seven sections: (1) negative life events, (2) leisure behavior
change, (3) enhancement outcomes, (4) life management (SOC general), (5) satisfaction with life, (6)
satisfaction with leisure activities, and (7) socio-demographic information. Table 3.1 provides
information about the constructs studied and the instruments used to measure each construct.
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Table 3.1. Instruments Used in the Study
Construct

Section in
the survey

Instruments

Constraints

1

Life Events

2

Physical activity
Intellectual activity
Social activity

3

Newly developed

Enhancement
Outcomes

3

Sub-scales: paying attention to other activities,
paying attention to close relationships
discovery of previously-unattended capacities,
acquisition of new skills
change in attitude toward leisure

15

Newly developed

Life management
/ General

4

SOC Questionnaire
Subscales: elective selection, loss-based
selection, optimization, compensation

12

Baltes, Baltes,
Lang, Freund
(1995; 1999)

5

Life Satisfaction Index for Third Age
Subscales: zest vs. apathy, resolution and
fortitude, congruence between achieved and
expected goals, self-concept, mood tone.

35

Barrett (2005)

Leisure
Satisfaction

6

Satisfaction with Leisure Activities
Subscales: relaxation, psychological,
physiological, education, social, aesthetic

24

Sociodemographic
characteristics

7

Items: age, sex, race, marital status, education,
current occupation, perceived health status

6

Change in
Leisure Behavior

Life Satisfaction

# of
items
7 items
&1
open

Source
Newly developed

Ragheb & Beard
(1988)

Newly developed

Life events
Death of a spouse, decrease in physical energy, decrease in mental abilities, illness, difficulties
of living in one’s home or neighborhood, decrease in financial resources, and new or increased caregiving responsibility were the constraints selected for the purpose of this study. In gerontology
literature, these events generally appear to be adverse and require adjustments in patterns of daily
events (Klumb & Baltes, 2004). In addition, these events specifically appear in the leisure constraints
literature that older adults reported as reasons for their reduced or ceased participation to activities.
The participants were given the following information: “Everyone experiences significant life
events which affect the way they do things and feel about things. Some of these events include
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illness, employment, marriage, divorce, death, or accident. They might be negative or positive.”
Following this information, they were asked if they have experienced any of the listed events during
the last 10 years. In addition, participants were provided an “other” option so that they were not
limited by these categories. At the end of this section, the participants selected the life-event which
caused the most changes in their lives and, in the following two sections (Change in Leisure
Behavior, and Enhancement Outcomes) they answered questions based on this specific life event.
Change in Leisure Behavior
This study defined leisure activities as: “Non-work activities in which the individual has a
free choice as to whether or not to participate. These activities take place in one’s free time and there
is no obligation as to what is chosen or to what extent one participates. Leisure choice can be
relatively active or inactive as sports or other outdoor activities, reading, television viewing, cultural
activities, social activities, or hobbies” (p. 24). This definition appeared at the beginning of this
section.
There is no activity list that is comprehensive enough to capture all the activities that older
adults engage in or cease to engage in. The available lists were too long; thus, they were not feasible
to use in this study (e.g. Hultsch, Hertzog, Small, & Dixon, 1999). For the purpose of this study, use
of activity categories was preferred. Various activities were compressed into three categories:
physical, intellectual, and social domains. This categorization paralleled existing categories in the
“Everyday Activity Questionnaire” (Pushkar et al., 1997) and “Yesterday Interview Reports” (Baltes
& Lang, 1997; Lang; Rieckman, & Baltes, 2002). In addition, the two categories physical and
intellectual were related to the rationale of the environmental press model (Lawton & Nahemow,
1973). According to the environmental press model, the physical or social environment places
physical, interpersonal, or social demands on a person and requires certain levels of competence for a
person to act on. Lawton and Nahemow (1973) explain physical demands as having to walk three

34

flights of stairs to one’s apartment, interpersonal demands as various pressures we feel to get along
with other people, and social demands as local laws or social customs that affect our lives.
In this study, leisure behavior was assessed by self-reported change in participation in three
contexts of leisure activities as a result of loss: social, physical, and intellectual. To measure leisure
behavior change, first, the category definition was given, and second, the following question was
asked: (1) How has your participation in these types of activities changed because of this life event?
The response options for each of these questions were as follows: 1=Stopped doing them,
2=Reduced a lot, 3=Reduced a little, 4=About the same, 5=Increased a little, 6=Increased a lot.
Finally, the respondents were also asked to report why their participation in three types of
recreational activities has changed (if it has changed).
Social activities were described as “Some leisure activities involve social partners such as
talking to others, visiting, or talking over the phone.” Intellectual activities were described as “Some
leisure activities involve hobbies and personal interests such as painting, playing a musical instrument,
visiting the theatre, writing, or reading, or listening to radio programs.” Finally, physical activities
were described as “Some leisure activities involve being physical such as exercise, gardening, walking,
or traveling.”
Enhancement Outcomes
This short scale was designed as a research instrument to examine whether constraints bring
growth opportunities in the leisure domain of life. This scale was conceptually was based on Kleiber
et al.’s study (2004). Kleiber et al. (2004) proposed that losses could promote opportunities for
individuals because of the limitations they bring to one’s life. Kleiber et al. screened the popular
literature, biographies, and research to find specific examples. They categorized the emerging positive
outcomes in five groups. This study focused on three categories of Kleiber et al.: (a) achievement of
other priorities (Attention to other goals or close relationships), (b) discovery of new capacity and
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acquisition of new skills, and (c) change in attitude toward leisure. The first category (Attention to
other goals or close relationships) was split into two as: increased attention to other activities and
increased attention to close relationships.
The scale items were mostly based on the examples gathered by Kleiber et al. (2004). Those
examples were derived from popular literature and biographies. While creating the pool of the items
the guidelines of Dillman (2001) and Noar (2003) were considered. The item pool was pilot tested
with a group of older adults and the participants’ and the committee members’ suggestions were
taken to improve the items. I appended the items with a six-point Likert rating scale. With this type
of scaling researchers can capture the variance in responses and the extent of subjects’ agreement
with each item. The instruction for this scale was as follows: “Please indicate your agreement with
each statement given below by circling the appropriate number – My life event provided me an
opportunity to….” The scale ranged from 1 to 6 (1=strongly disagree, 6=strongly agree).
Selective Optimization with Compensation: Life Management in General (SOC)
Individuals’ engagement in the SOC process was measured by using the short version of the
SOC scale (12-item). This scale has three items per component (i.e. elective selection, loss-based
selection, optimization, and compensation). Previous research has shown satisfactory test-retest
stability (0.70 – 0.80) for each of these components (Wiese, et al., 2000). According to Confirmatory
Factor Analysis, GFI = 0.95, NNFI = 0.89, and RMSEA = 0.07 (P<.001) (Freund & Baltes, 2002).
Each of the four SOC components is represented by three items. Each item presents two options;
one option reflects an SOC related life management strategy (i.e. target item), and the other option
reflects a non-SOC related strategy (i.e. distractor item).
Originally, this scale had a forced-choice format. The structure of the scale increased the
sensitivity of the SOC related items and reduced the possibility of responding in a socially desirable
way (Freund & Baltes, 1998). Researchers suggested that adding scale responses would facilitate in-
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depth analysis (Baltes & Haydens-Gahir, 2003). Therefore, following the suggestion of Baltes &
Haydens-Gahir (2003) I used scale responses in this study. As previously done by Wiese, Freund, and
Baltes (2000), the participants were asked to select the most descriptive statement and then indicate
the degree of similarity on a 4-point scale (1=a little, 4=exactly). The highest possible score was 48,
reflecting a higher level of SOC. Thus, a participant’s score on a SOC item could range from 0 (nonSOC related behavior) to 4 (SOC behavior selected and an exact degree of similarity indicated). One
of the target strategies was (A): “When things don’t go as well as before, I choose one or two
important goals.” A distractor strategy was (B): “When things don’t go as well as before, I still try to
keep all my goals.” The instructions for the scale differed slightly when administered online and inperson (Table 3.2).
Table 3.2. SOC Scale Instructions for Paper and Online Surveys
Paper survey:
In the following, you will find two people talking
about how they accomplish things in their life. We
would like to decide which person is more similar to
you – in other words which one behaves most like
the way you do. (1) Please select the statement more
similar to you by putting an X mark next to it. (2)
After you pick the statement, rate the similarity of it
to you by circling a number on a scale from 1 to 4
(1=little similarity, 4=exactly me)

Online survey:
In this section you will find pairs of statements about
how people accomplish things in their life. We would
like you to decide which statement is most like you in other words which statement best describes your
behavior. Please select the statement more similar to
you. (the statement A and B are provided)
Please rate the similarity of the selected statement to
how you behave. (1=little similarity, 4=exactly me)

Life Satisfaction
The life satisfaction variable was measured by the Life Satisfaction Index for Third Age (i.e.
LSITA), a modified version of Life Satisfaction Index of Neugarten (Barrett, 2005; CFI = 0.939,
Normed Fit Index = .937, Incremental Fit Index of .940). Barrett (2005) reports that the LSITA
reliability level was 0.93. The correlation between LSITA and the Salamon Conte Life Satisfaction in
Elderly Scale is 0.78. The correlation coefficient between LSITA and the Satisfaction with Life Scale
was 0.70.
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The scale consisted of 35 items and 5 subcategories: zest vs. apathy (7 items; e.g. My life is
great), congruence between expected goals and achieved goals (5 items; e.g. I achieved in my life
what I set out to do), self-concept (6 items; e.g. I feel my age but it does not bother me), resolution
and fortitude (9 items; As I grow older, things seem better than I thought they would be), and mood
tone (8 items; e.g. This is the dearest time of my life). A six-point Likert scale was used with its
original response options of strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), disagree somewhat (3), agree
somewhat (4), agree (5), and strongly agree (6). Participants read each statement and marked their
degree of agreement with the item on the scale. Thirteen of the items required reverse scoring; in that
case 1 meant strongly agree and 6 meant strongly disagree. The total maximum score was 210 points.
A higher score meant higher life satisfaction. The overall score was calculated by summing the item
scores used in the analysis.
Leisure Satisfaction
This construct was measured by the“Satisfaction with Leisure Activities” scale developed by
Beard and Ragheb (1980). This questionnaire exists in two formats; the short 24-item version of the
questionnaire was preferred for the purpose of this study. There were 6 subscales (psychological,
educational, social, relaxation, physiological, and aesthetic) and each included 4 items. Beard and
Ragheb (1980) reported that the alpha reliability of the short scale was 0.93. Example items for each
subscale were as follows: psychological (e.g. My leisure activities are very interesting to me),
educational (e.g. My leisure activities increase my knowledge about things around me), social (e.g. I
have social interactions with others through leisure activities), relaxation (e.g. My leisure activities
help me to relax), physiological (e.g. My leisure activities are physically challenging), and aesthetic
(e.g. The areas or places where I engage in my leisure activities are beautiful).
In this study, participants were asked to read each statement and indicate their answers by
circling a number on a five-point response scale (1=almost never true, 5=almost always true). An
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overall summary score was calculated as the sum of responses to the twenty-four items in the scale.
The score range for this index was 24 to 120; a higher score indicated greater satisfaction with leisure
activities.
Socio-demographic Characteristics
This questionnaire was developed in order to gather information on the following factors:
marital status, age, gender, education, income, race, employment status, household income, and selfrated health. These factors have been commonly used in many studies looking at aging and
psychological well-being. Information gathered on these factors was used to describe the sample.
Several studies have found a significant relationship between age and SOC (Abraham &
Hasson, 1995; Freund & Baltes, 1998; Freund & Baltes, 2002; Gignac, Ott, & Badley, 2002; Wiese,
Freund, & Baltes, 2000). Overall, a middle age group (43-67 yrs) reported more SOC related
behaviors than younger and older age groups (18-43 and 67-89). Also, gender is found to be
significantly related to compensation and optimization strategies (Wiese, Freund, & Baltes, 2000).
Compared to men, women presented greater use of compensation strategies in work and partnership
domains, and more use of optimization strategies in partnership domain.

Survey Design and Instruments
Design
Limited information is available on survey design guidelines addressing older adults.
However, assuming that weakened vision or handwriting might be a problem for some older adults,
special attention was given to the survey design. The literature suggests that font type and size affects
older adults’ readability. A minimum of 12-point body type with a 14-point title is a rule of thumb. In
terms of reading time and font legibility, 14-point font is more advantageous compared to 12-point
font for people age 62 to 83 (Bernard, Liao, & Mills, 2001). In terms of style, older adults prefer sans
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serif style (e.g. Arial and Verdana) over serif style (e.g. Georgia and Times New Roman) when the
text is in 14-point font. Therefore, the questions were printed in a sans serif 14-point font and Arial
was used since it requires less space than Verdana. Sufficient space was provided for open-ended
questions.

The guidelines of Dillman (2001) for formatting self-administered questionnaires
were used. By following those guidelines, I put the entire questionnaire into a booklet format
(with 11 by 17 dimensions). I gave special attention to leaving adequate white space in the
questionnaire in order to prevent eye fatigue. The order was also considered; the survey
began with personally engaging questions and ended with demographic questions. Each new
set of questions started with an introduction (Dillman, 2001). The survey package included
the questionnaire booklet, informational letter (from Clemson University), an envelope, and
pencils.
Pretest-Pilot
After receiving Institutional Review Board approval (Appendix A), I conducted a pre-test to
evaluate the survey instrument’s quality, specifically the newly developed “enhancement outcomes”
scale. OLLI members were sent an electronic invitation letter (Appendix B) by the OLLI director. A
total of 39 individuals responded positively to the email. I constructed three groups and scheduled
the meeting time and place with the volunteers (the week of July 24th). The age range of the
participants at the first meeting was 65 – 81 and the age range of those who attended the second
meeting was 65 – 79. The age range of the participants, who attended the last meeting (which was
also the group where the instrument was piloted), was 61 – 78. At each meeting, I followed Dillman’s
(2001) guidelines for group administration. The volunteers gathered in a quiet room where they could
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concentrate on the survey. After explaining the purpose of the meeting, I gave the following standard
instructions for filling out the survey.
“In a minute I’m going to hand you a questionnaire and an envelope and I’d like you to fill it
out. I’ll stay here in the room while you fill it out, but please don’t ask me any questions; just
do it like you were sitting at home and I wasn’t there. I will be taking some notes while you
fill out the form. Please don’t let this distract you. When you have finished please let me
know and then I would like to ask some questions. Okay?
After everybody was finished, I asked the following questions: (1) On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1
means very easy and 5 means very difficult, how easy or difficult was it for you to figure how to
answer the questions? Were the directions clear, helpful? (2) Was there any time that you wanted to
stop answering? Why? (3) What do you think about the font size (too big, too small)? (4) Is there any
section that you had difficulty in filling out? What are your concerns? (5) Was it interesting? (6) Did
you skip an item / left it blank. Was there a particular reason for that? (7) Do you have anything else
you would like to tell us that you haven’t had a chance to mention? Pre-testing helped to assess the
time required for completing the survey (around 25 minutes), complications with the survey
questions and the instructions, appropriateness of font size and style, ease of reading and coding, and
length of the survey. At the end, I asked the participants to make changes or comments on the
survey.
The volunteering participants reported that “Leisure SOC Scale” was confusing for several
reasons: (1) Repetition of the “SOC scale”. Several participants stated that they thought their mental
ability was tested in the survey since the questions for general SOC scale and Leisure SOC scale were
identical, only the instructions differed. Half of the participants said that they wanted to go back to
the previous pages and see how they answered, (2) Difficulty of answering SOC questions in a leisure
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context. This was a major problem for all the participants (N=10). The participants said that the
“goal” term in the SOC items confused them.
The other issue was the “Negative life events section”. The participants were asked to report
a significant negative life event that they experienced during the last 10 years, but the majority of the
participants skipped this section since they did not experience a negative life-event. The participants
who skipped this part had to skip the two following sections (Leisure behavior change and
Enhancement outcomes sections).
Overall, font size and style were not an issue. The survey instrument was modified according
to the feedback obtained. Modifications were as follows: (1) SOC instrument applied to leisure
context was omitted, (2) the negative life events section was reconstructed by providing examples
from the gerontology and leisure constraints literatures, asking them whether they have experienced
any of the listed seven events during the last 10 years and asking them to select the event that
required the most changes in life, and (3) the direction for the “Enhancement Outcomes” section
was clarified and the items were reworded.
I administered the modified version of the survey to the rest of the volunteers from OLLI
(n=10, age range 65 – 78), an Anderson senior center (n=10, age range 62 – 75), and a church group
(n=16, age range 70 – 88). I collected a total of 36 surveys. The study proceeded after revising the
survey instrument; the enhancement outcomes scale items were modified according to the input of
the committee members, Dr. Bixler and Dr. McGuire. The entire questionnaire was put into a larger
booklet (with 81/2 by 11 dimensions) since a few participants reported that they had difficulty in
turning the pages of the small booklet due to hand tremble.
Data Collection
While administering the surveys in person, I followed the guidelines of Dillman (2001) for group
administration of self-administered surveys for the data collection to have an identical administration
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of the survey at every facility/class/activity group as much as possible. The five basic steps of
Dillman involved introduction, special instructions, distribution, retrieval, and debriefing. The
following section explains how the study proceeded through those five standard steps.
Step One, introduction, involved introduction of the researcher administering the survey
(names and affiliation), introduction of the study, (the purpose of the study as provided in the
informational letter, Appendix C and D) and a brief description of the tasks (completing a
questionnaire). I visited the activities provided by Senior Solutions, OLLI, and Emeritus College and
introduced the study, explained the purpose of the study, and verbally summarized the informational
letter. Step Two, special instructions, involved providing instructions for the participants. Step Three,
distribution, involved the distribution of the survey package. Volunteering participants were given a
copy of the questionnaire, an envelope, and a pencil. The first page of the questionnaire included the
informational letter. The standard instruction for these three steps was as follows:
My name is Begum Aybar-Damali. I am a doctoral student at Clemson University; Parks
Recreation and Tourism Management Department. We are conducting a survey study on
leisure behavior in later years. This study is important as your response to questions will help
searchers facilitate better recreational opportunities for older individuals. Filling the survey
should take no more than 25 minutes of your time. If you are interested in helping us in our
study, please take one survey. You can fill it here today (Modified from Dillman, 2001).
I also gave the participants the option of taking the survey home and bringing it
back the next time they came to the facility/class.
If you prefer, take one with you home and bring it with you the same day of the next week. I
am going to be here next week to pick them up. (At the Senior Centers: “I am going to leave
a box here with the facility director (researcher shows the box), if you prefer dropping the
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survey off some other time, please leave the envelope in the box. I will be here to collect
them next week”) (Modified from Dillman, 2001).
All the participants were given a self-adhesive envelope and were asked to place the completed
survey in and seal it. The fourth step, retrieval, involved the collection of the envelopes. I picked up
the envelopes. At the last step, debriefing, while collecting the envelopes, I debriefed by conveying
my appreciation of the participants and facility directors’ time and help and I answered the questions
of the participants or the facility directors if there were any. These five steps provided the road map
for survey administration.
Survey distribution took place at the following activities: Friday lunch, computer classes,
karaoke, bridge, dance, exercise, a bus trip to Atlanta High Museum, history-religion-philosophy
class, and the annual meeting. Data collection continued until there were no more individuals willing
to participate.
The survey was also distributed online. A link to a web survey was sent to OLLI members
and members of Senior Solutions in Anderson, SC , along with an invitation e-mail from the institute
directors. Select Survey Software was used to structure and distribute the web-survey, and reminder
emails were sent (Dillman, 2001). The invitation letter (Appendix B and C) welcomed people to the
survey and shortly explained how to respond. Respondents were asked to contact the researcher if
they experienced any technical problems. Those who experienced a technical problem and provided a
mailing address were mailed a hard-copy of the survey and a prepaid return envelope (n=1).
Data Analysis
Data analysis proceeded in five steps (Figure 3.1): (1) in order to present a general picture of
the socio-demographic characteristics of the participants and the responses to the instruments, I
conducted descriptive statistics by using SPSS 14; (2) I screened the data for outlier and missing
values, and tested for regression assumptions; (3) I screened the data further for multivariate outliers
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and (4) tested the structures of the measurement instruments; (4) To understand the relationship
between leisure activity patterns, SOC, enhancement outcomes, and negative life events I employed a
series of regression analyses; (5) Finally, I conducted exploratory cluster analysis of the data with
SPSS 14 to estimate the relationships among leisure satisfaction, SOC engagement, enhancement
outcomes, leisure behavior change, and life satisfaction.
Variables Examined

Flow of the Analysis

M echanisms & Tools

Socio-Demographics
Enhancement Outcomes
SOC
Leisure Satisfaction
Life Satisfaction
Activity Behavior Change

Describe
data

By reporting Mean,
Std. Dev,
Skewness,
Kurtosis – SPSS 14

Enhancement Outcomes
SOC
Leisure Satisfaction
Life Satisfaction
Activity Behavior Change

Prepare data for analysis:
Screen and handle
outliers and missing
cases

By checking and cleaning
univariate and multivariate outliers,
by reporting
missing values,
handling missing values –
SPSS 14 and EQS 6.1

Enhancement Outcomes
SOC
Leisure Satisfaction
Life Satisfaction

Structure of the
measurement
instruments

By conducting
Confirmatory Factor
Analysis – EQS 6.1
Reliability Analysis – SPSS 14

Enhancement Outcomes
SOC
Leisure Satisfaction
Life Satisfaction
Activity Behavior Change

Prepare data for
further analysis

By checking and cleaning
univariate and multivariate outliers,
reporting confirmation/violation of
regression assu mptions – SPSS 14

Examine
Research Questions

Regression analysis
SPSS 14

Enhancement Outcomes
SOC
Leisure Satisfaction
Life Satisfaction
Activity Behavior Change

Figure 3.1 Flow Chart of the Data Analysis Procedure
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CHAPTER 4
DESCRIPTIVE AND CONFIRMATORY ANALYSES
This chapter includes three major sections. The first section describes the sociodemographic characteristics of the sample and the response rate. The second section describes the
process of screening the data for missing cases, outliers, and regression assumptions. The final
section presents the psychometric properties of the measurement instruments used in this study.
Response Rate
I collected 345 surveys from 6th of December 2006 to 6th of March 2007; 246 were from
Lifelong Learning Institute members, 90 were from Senior Solution Centers and 9 from Clemson
University Emeritus College. Table 4.1 displays the number of surveys that were distributed during
January, February and March, as well as the number of completed surveys, number of unusable
surveys, and actual return number for each group of samples.
Table 4.1. Response Rate by Groups
# of surveys
distributed

Online
In person
Mail

OLLI - CU
1,104
152
1

Senior Centers
368
184
-

EM - CU
13
-

# of surveys returned /
# of usable surveys

Online
154/81
7/3
In person
91/80
83/79
Mail
1/1
9/8
Total
246/162
90/82
9/8
Notes: OLLI-CU: Osher Lifelong Learning Institute at Clemson University
EM-CU: Emeritus College at Clemson University

Out of 345 surveys collected, 93 were unusable. I excluded 77 online surveys because they
were either completely or partially (2/3) empty. In addition, among the surveys that were dropped
off or mailed by the participants, 16 were unusable because a few respondents (n=3) reported on the
questionnaire that they got “car sick” during the bus trip to the Atlanta High Museum of Art;
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therefore, they had to quit at the very beginning, and the remainder (n=13) experienced problems in
following the instructions.
Descriptive Profile of the Sample
Participants were asked whether they have experienced significant life events which affected
the way they did things or felt about things during the last 10 years and were asked to select one
event that caused the most changes in their lives. Table 4.2 presents the related question.
Table 4.2. Constraint Question: Life Events Section in the Survey
Everyone experiences significant life events which affect the way we do things and feel about things. Some of
these events include illness, employment, marriage, divorce, death, or accident. They might be negative or
positive. We would like to know if you have experienced any of the following life events during the last 10
years. Please select all that apply.
1) Death of a spouse
2) Decrease in physical energy
3) Decrease in mental abilities
4) Illness
5) Harder to live in my home / neighborhood
6) Decrease in financial resources
7) New or increased care-giving responsibility
8) Other, please specify
Which event of those you just selected caused the most changes in your life? Please write its number here:
_______ The following four questions refer to this specific life event. Please go to the next page.

Among 252 respondents, decrease in physical energy was the most frequently listed condition
(n=56). This condition was followed by death of a spouse (n=44), illness (n=33), new or increased
care-giving responsibility (n=33), decrease in financial resources (n=25), decrease in mental abilities
(n=15), and difficulties in living in the house / neighborhood (n=3). Fifty-two respondents reported
other responses, among those the majority reported retirement (n=23) as the significant event that
caused the most changes. According to the results, 177 people out of 252 reported that more than
one condition affected the way they did things and felt about things. In Table 4.3, the conditions that
caused the most changes in respondents’ lives are listed.
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Table 4.3. Constraints Causing the Most Changes in Respondents’ Lives
Decrease in physical energy
Others (e.g. divorce, retirement)
Death of a spouse
Illness
New or increased care-giving responsibility
Decrease in financial resources
Decrease in mental abilities
Harder to live in my house / neighborhood
Note: N=252

(n)
56
52
44
33
31
25
9
3

(%)
22
20
17
13
12
10
4
1

Respondents’ age ranged from 37 to 94 (n=241, St.Dev=8.65); the mean age was 68.8. Table
4.4 shows the gender and employment status of the respondents. The majority of the respondents
were female (Table 4.4, n=174, 72.1%), retired and not working (n=211, 88.3%). Only a small
portion of the respondents were employed either part-time (n=17, 7.1%) or full-time (n=11, 4.6%).
Table 4.4. Gender and Employment Status of Respondents
Gender
Males
Female
Total
Employment
Retired, not working
Employed part-time
Employed full-time
Total
Note: N=252

(n)

(%)

67
174
241
(n)

27.8
72.2

211
17
11
239

88.3
7.1
4.6

(%)

Table 4.5 shows the ethnic diversity of the respondents. There was a limited racial diversity.
The majority of the respondents (n=226) were white. This group was followed by African American
or Black as the largest minority group (n=9). The rest of the respondents selected either Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (n=1), American Indian, Alaska Native (n=1), or other (n=2).
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Table 4.5. Ethnic Diversity of Respondents
White
Black or African American
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
American Indian, Alaska Native
Other
Total
Note: N=252

(n)
226
9
1
1
2
239

(%)
94.5
3.8
.41
.41
.83

Respondents were asked for their education level. The category most frequently chosen by
respondents was graduate school or similar (n=100). This was followed closely by four-year college
(n=54) and some college (n=42). Approximately 4% (n=10) of the respondents reported that they
completed technical or vocational college education, while 13.8% (n=33) reported high school or
less. Table 4.6 presents the results.
Table 4.6. Distribution of Respondents by Education Level
Graduate school or similar
4-year college
Some college
High school or less
Technical or vocational college
Total
Note: N=252

(n)
100
54
42
33
10
239

(%)
41.8
22.6
17.6
13.8
4.2

Respondents were also asked about their current marital status. Table 4.7 presents the
distribution of respondents by marital status. The majority (70.1%, n=171) reported being married
and living with a spouse. Almost 3.7% (n=9) were single, never got married, 7.8% were divorced
(n=19), 17% were widowed (n=41), and the marital status of the remainder was separated (n=1).
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Table 4.7. Marital Status of Respondents
Married and living together
Widowed
Divorced
Single (never married)
Separated
Total
Note: N=252

(n)
171
41
19
9
1
241

(%)
70
17
7.9
3.7
.41

Overall, the majority of the respondents had very good health (Table 4.8). Approximately
43% of the respondents (n=105) reported that their general health condition was very good. Almost
33% (n=80) of the respondents reported having good health condition, while only 12.5% (n=30)
reported having an excellent condition. Only a small number of respondents had fair (9.5%, n=23) or
poor (0.33%, n=2) health condition.
Table 4.8. Self-Reported General Health Status of Respondents
(n)
Poor
2
Fair
23
Good
80
Very good 105
Excellent
30
Total
240
Note: N=252

(%)
.83
9.6
33.3
43.8
12.5

Respondents were also asked for their approximate annual household income before taxes
(Table 4.9). The category most frequently chosen by respondents was “$20,000 to $39,000” (n=47,
21%). This category was followed by “$100,000 or more” (n=43, 19.4%). Roughly 17% (n=38)
selected “$40,000 to $59,000”, 18% (n=39) selected “$60,000 to $79,000”, and 12.6% (n=28)
selected “Less than $20,000”.
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Table 4.9. Distribution of Annual Household Income of Respondents
Less than $20,000
$20,000 to $39,000
$40,000 to $59,000
$60,000 to $79,000
$80,000 to $99,000
$100,000 or more
Total
Note: N=252

(n)
28
47
38
39
27
43
222

(%)
12.6
21.1
17.1
17.5
12.3
19.4

Description of the Responses to the Scales
Change in Leisure Behavior
Table 4.10 shows the sense of change in leisure participation of the respondents. Screening
of answer choices by frequency showed that 32.5% of the respondents reported reduction, 38.9%
reported no change (about the same), and 28.6% reported some degree of increase in their social
activities. Similar to social activities, 36.3% reported no change (about the same), 32% reported some
degree of increase, and roughly 31.5% reported some degree of reduction in intellectual activities.
The respondents reported that their participation in physical activities changed more compared to
intellectual activities and social activities (mean 3.71). Half of the respondents (50.5%) reported
having a decline in physical activities over the last 10 years. While 20.48% reported no change, 28.8%
reported some degree of increase.
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Table 4.10. Change in Leisure Behavior over 10 Years
Social
Intellectual
Physical
(n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Stopped doing them 3
1.1
2
.7
2
.8
Reduced a lot
34 13.4 29 11.5 53 21.2
Reduced a little
45 17.8 48 19.1 71 28.5
About the same
98 38.8 91 36.2 51 20.4
Increased a little
35 13.8 34 13.5 32 12.8
Increased a lot
37 14.6 47 18.7 40 16
(N)
252
251
249
Note: A six-point scale was used for rating the respondents’
sense of change in leisure participation over the past 10 years
raging from 1 (Stopped doing them), 2 (Reduced a lot), 3
(Reduced a little), 4 (About the same), 5 (Increased a little), to
6 (Increased a lot).

The results show that there are ten behavior patterns in this data. Table 4.11 presents all
possible behavior patterns in this study. In the table, “X” indicates the change reported, and the
number of “X” indicates the number of categories in which the change occurred. For example, “XX”
under “Reduced” indicates reduction reported in two categories of leisure activities. This
categorization, disregarding the activity categories, presents how individuals modified their behaviors
in leisure domain in response to various life events. According to the results, increase as well as
reduction and maintenance exist.
Table 4.11 Change in Leisure Behavior as a Result of Life Event (disregarding activity categories)
Increased

Reduced
XXX
X

About the same

n
%
43 17.34
XX
42 16.93
XXX
34 13.71
XX
X
28 11.29
XX
X
22
8.87
XXX
20
8.06
X
X
X
20
8.06
XX
X
20
8.06
X
XX
11
4.44
X
XX
8
3.24
Note: X = Number of categories to which the response (increased,
reduced, or about the same) applies, N=248
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Enhancement Outcomes
A newly developed 15-item scale with four dimensions was used to measure enhancement
outcomes (cf: Kleiber et al. 2004). The four dimensions were explained in the previous chapter
(Chapter 3). They were listed as increased attention to other activities, increased attention to close
relationships, discovery of new capacity or skills, and change in attitude toward leisure. A six-point
Likert type scale was used for rating the perceived benefits ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), 2
(Disagree), 3 (Disagree a little), 4 (Agree little), 5 (Agree), to 6 (Strongly Agree). Table 4.12 shows the
mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis for the aggregated scores of each of the items.
As seen in Table 4.12, all items were positively worded. The subcategories in this scale
indicates parallel structure. They are all close to the mid-point. Among the 15 items, two items
(“Decrease my activity level” and “Do less and enjoy it”) appeared with relatively higher kurtosis
values (-1.13 and -1.02), indicating that there is a deviation from normality.
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Table 4.12. Enhancement Outcomes Scale Items (N=252)
Subscales
N
Mean(S.Dev) Skew. Kurt.
Attention to other activities (ACT)
ACT1 Focus on an activity that was/is more satisfying than I expected 248 4 (1.53)
-.49 -.88
ACT2 Do leisure activities that I have been neglecting for a while
247 3.81 (1.47)
-.41 -.87
ACT3 Devote myself to leisure activities that matter the most to me.
249 4.15 (1.44)
-.80 -.36
Attention to close relations (REL)
REL1 Spend more time with my family or close friends.
249 3.9 (1.51)
-.44 -.88
REL2 Increase involvement with my family or close friends.
250 3.99 (1.53)
-.49 -.87
REL3 Become closer with people I like.
247 4 (1.50)
-.50 -.76
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills (CAP)
CAP1 See how well I can do other leisure activities.
247 3.88 (1.44)
-.51 -.57
CAP2 Discover leisure abilities I did not know I had.
245 3.56 (1.45)
-.16 -.97
CAP3 See myself learning new leisure skills.
248 4.04 (1.41)
-.62 -.50
Change in attitude toward leisure (ATT)
ATT1 Decrease my activity level
247 3.53 (1.59)
-.20 -1.13
ATT2 Do less and enjoy it.
245 2.93 (1.42)
.24 -1.01
ATT3 Find joy in little things.
251 4.29 (1.38)
-.90
.14
ATT4 Relax without scheduling my time.
249 3.88 (1.50)
-.46
-.93
ATT5 Start meaningful leisure activities that I wouldn’t have done
246 3.93 (1.49)
-.51
-.75
otherwise.
ATT6 Enjoy my time alone.
245 4.19 (1.50)
-.75
-.46
Note: N=252, A six-point Likert type scale was used for rating the respondent’s life satisfaction raging from 1
(strongly disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Disagree somewhat), 4 (Agree somewhat), 5 (Agree), to 6 (Strongly Agree).

Selective Optimization with Compensation
The short version of the SOC scale including twelve items with four dimensions was used to
measure engagement in life-management strategies. The SOC scale originally had a forced choice
format; choice “a” indicates target behavior and choice “b” indicates distracting behavior. In this
study, participants were asked to choose one of the options and rate the similarity of the selected
statement to how they behave on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (A little) to 4 (Exactly) for the
reasons explained in the previous chapter (Chapter 3). The full range of possible scores per individual
was from 0 to 12 for each dimension (elective selection, loss based selection, optimization, and
compensation). For the analysis, a 5-point score (0 – 4) was computed for each item. This coding
allocates a value of zero to choices for distractor statements (i.e. statements not reflecting SOC).
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Table 4.13. Selective Optimization with Compensation Scale Items (N=252)
Subscales
N
(n)
Elective Selection
a) I always focus on the one most important goal at a given time.
67
SE1
251
b) I am always working on several goals at once.
184
a) I concentrate all my energy on few things.
77
SE2
250
b) I divide my energy among many things.
173
a) When I think about what I want in life, I commit myself to just one or two
153
important goals.
SE3
247
b) Even when I really consider what I want in life, I wait and see what happens
94
instead of committing myself to just one or two particular goals.
Loss-based Selection
a) When I can’t do something the way I did before, I look for a new goal.
95
SL1
b) When I can’t do something the way I did before, I distribute my time and
238
143
energy among many other things.
a) When I can’t do something as well as I used to, I think about what exactly is
187
important to me.
SL2
241
b) When I can’t do something as well as I used to, I wait and see what comes.
54
a) When things don’t go as well as before, I choose one or two important
136
SL3
goals.
246
b) When things don’t go as well as before, I still try to keep all my goals.
110
Optimization
a) I keep working on what I have planned, until I succeed.
204
SO1 b) When I do not succeed right away at what I want to do, I don’t try other
242
38
possibilities for very long.
a) I make every effort to achieve a given goal.
185
SO2
249
b) I prefer to wait for a while and see if things will work out by themselves.
64
a) If something matters to me, I devote myself fully and completely to it.
184
SO3 b) Even if when something matters to me, I still have hard time devoting
250
66
myself fully and completely to it.
Compensation
a) When it becomes harder for me to get the same results, I keep trying harder
139
until I can do it as well as before.
SC1
251
b) When it becomes harder for me to get the same results as I used to, it is
112
time to let go of that expectation.
a) When things don’t go as well as they used to, I keep trying other ways until I
125
SC2 can achieve the same results I used to.
243
b) When things don’t go as well as they used to, I accept it.
118
a) When something in my life isn’t working as well as it used to, I ask others
146
for advice or help.
SC3
247
b) When something in my life isn’t working as well as it used to, I decide what
101
to do about it myself, without involving other people.
Note: a=Target statement, b=Distracting statement. A 4-point Likert type scale was used for rating the
respondent’s engagement in SOC strategies from 1 (A little) to 4 (Exactly); Range 0 – 4.

(%)
26.7
73.3
30.8
69.2
61.9
38.1
39.9
60.01
77.6
22.4
55.3
44.7
84.3
15.7
74.3
25.7
73.6
26.4
55.4
44.6
51.4
48.6
59.1
40.9

Table 4.13 shows the proportion of options within each item. The “N’ indicates the number
of people who answered a pair, the “(n)” indicates the number of people who agreed with the item,
and the percentage value indicates the proportion of respondents who agreed with each item. Among

55

the four components of the SOC scale, optimization dimension was the one to which respondents
found their behavior relatively more similar; the majority (more than 50% of the respondents) agreed
with the target items. The skewness and the kurtosis of the pairs were acceptable (Skewness values
from 0.036 to 1.37, Kurtosis values from -.601 to -1.72).
Leisure Satisfaction
The short version of leisure satisfaction scale including six dimensions with twenty-four
items was used to measure leisure satisfaction. A five-point Likert type scale for rating the
respondent’s leisure satisfaction was used. Table 4.14 shows the number of respondents answering to
items in leisure satisfaction scale, mean, and standard deviation from the mean for each item.
According to these results, means were around four (i.e. often true), and the respondents exhibited a
small amount of variation from the mean (i.e. Standard Deviations were between 0 and 1.04).
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Table 4.14. Leisure Satisfaction Scale
Subscales
N
M(S.Dev) Skew. Kurt.
A. Psychological
1. I use many different skills and abilities in my leisure activities.
251 3.77(.93)
-.05
-.01
2. My leisure activities are very interesting to me.
250 4.14(.83)
-.82
.67
3. My leisure activities give me self-confidence.
250 4.01(.90)
-.59
-.30
4. My leisure activities give me a sense of accomplishment.
250 4.15(.87)
-.96
.72
B. Social
1. I have social interactions with others through leisure activities.
250 4.12(.88)
-.69
-.19
2. My leisure activities have helped me to develop close relationships
251 3.98(.95)
-.79
.29
with others.
3. The people I meet in my leisure activities are friendly.
247 4.23(.73)
-.52
-.56
4. I associate with people in my free time who enjoy doing leisure
245 3.91(.95)
-.64
-.08
activities a great deal.
Education
1. My leisure activities increase my knowledge about things around me. 250 4.13(.85)
-.80
.43
2. My leisure activities help me to learn about myself.
249 3.68(.87)
-.46
.30
3. My leisure activities help me to learn about other people.
246 3.76(.93)
-.61
.26
4. My leisure activities provide opportunities to try new things.
245 3.91(.89)
-.67
.35
C. Physical
1. My leisure activities help me to stay healthy.
251 4.18(.91)
-.93
.40
2. I engage in leisure activities which develop my physical fitness.
247 3.68(1.02)
-.60
-.09
3. I engage in leisure activities which restore me physically.
245 3.70(1.01)
-.53
-.23
4. My leisure activities are physically challenging.
247 3.42(1.04)
-.28
-.46
D. Relaxation
1. My leisure activities help me relax.
248 3.91(.87)
-.70
.70
2. My leisure activities contribute to my emotional well-being.
248 4.15(.82)
-.89
1.10
3. I engage in leisure activities simply because I like to do those.
246 4.23(.75)
-.81
.78
4. My leisure activities help relieve stress.
245 4.20(.81) -1.06
1.68
E. Aesthetic
1. The areas or places where I engage in my leisure activities are fresh
242 4.20(.76)
-.52
-.55
and clean.
2. The areas or places where I engage in my leisure activities are
246 4.05(.80)
-.66
-.38
interesting.
3. The areas or places where I engage in my leisure activities are
246 3.78(.88)
-.30
-.29
beautiful.
4. The areas or places where I engage in my leisure activities are well
246 3.70(.85)
-.02
-.56
designed.
Note: A five-point Likert type scale was used for rating the respondent’s leisure satisfaction raging from 1
(Almost never true), 2 (Seldom true), 3 (Somewhat true), 4 (Often true), to 5 (Almost always true).

Life Satisfaction
The thirty-five item LSITA scale was used to measure life satisfaction. Table 4.15 shows the
number of respondents who answered each item of the LSITA scale, mean and standard deviation
from the mean for each item. The mean and the standard deviations were consistent; none of the
items had a large deviation from the mean. Within the sixth dimension of LSITA (Mood tone) the

57

mean for one item (This is the dreariest time of my life, mean=1.84) was visibly lower than the
means of the other items of the same category. The skewness value of two items (under category B
and C) were 5.15 and 8.95. The skewness was handled by screening the univaritate and multivariate
outliers.
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Table 4.15. Life Satisfaction at Third Age Index
Subscales
N M (S.Dev.) Skew.
Kurt.
A. Zest vs. Apathy
1) *I would enjoy my life if it were not so dull.
249 4.84 (1.37) -1.25
.84
2) The things I do are interesting to me as they ever were.
250 4.72 (1.20) -1.38
1.89
3) *Most of the things I do are boring or monotonous.
251 5.14 (1.01) -1.36
1.72
4) I expect some interesting and pleasant things to happen to me in the
251 4.94 (1.03) -1.56
3.39
future.
5) My life is great.
249 4.64 (1.13)
-.96
.82
6) I enjoy almost everything that I do.
251 4.30 (1.11)
-.56
.02
7) I have made plans for things I’ll be doing a month or year from now.
251 4.68 (1.26) -1.09
.59
B. Resolution and Fortitude
1) *I have been unable to do things right. The deck has been stacked
249 5.38 (1.09) -2.28
5.15
against me.
2) As I grow older, things seem better than I thought they would be.
250 4.34 (1.25)
-.85
.27
3) I have made both good and bad choices in my life and I can live with
249 4.97 (.920) -1.58
3.86
what has resulted.
4) *Compared to other people my age, I’ve made a lot of foolish
250 4.59 (1.22) -1.04
.76
decisions in my life.
5) I’ve gotten pretty much what I expected out of life.
251 4.10 (1.29)
-.72
-.19
6) I did it my way.
248 4.13 (1.19)
-.56
.07
7) *In spite of what people say, the fate of the average person is getting
249 4.45 (1.25)
-.70
-.03
worse, not better.
8) *Life has not been good to me.
249 5.05 (1.12) -1.54
1.81
9) I would not change my past life even if I could.
248 3.81 (1.44)
-.23
-.91
C. Congruence between Desired and Achieved Goals
1) As I look back on my life I am fairly well satisfied.
250 4.70 (1.22) -1.01
.60
2) I have gotten more of the breaks in life than most of the people I
247 4.23 (1.30)
-.56
-.33
know.
3) I achieved in my life what I set out to do.
249 4.13 (1.14)
-.58
-.05
4) *When I think back over my life, I didn’t get most of the important
251 4.63 (1.27)
-.85
.03
things I wanted.
5) *Everything I have attempted in life has failed.
251 5.50 (.88)
-2.65
8.95
D. Self-concept
1) *I feel old and somewhat tired.
251 4.60 (1.35)
-.75
-.38
2) *The best of life is behind me.
251 4.33 (1.35)
-.68
-.20
3) I get respect for the wisdom of my age and experience.
251 4.29 (1.07)
-.90
1.04
4) I feel my age, but it does not bother me.
251 4.12 (1.21)
-.61
-.03
5) Compared to other people my age, I make a good appearance.
251 3.98 (1.04)
-.21
-.44
E. Mood Tone
1) I am just as happy as when I was younger.
252 4.25 (1.42)
-.60
-.53
2) This is the dreariest time of my life.
247 1.84 (1.30) 1.71
2.11
3) *I am frequently down in the dumps.
249 4.94 (1.17) -1.22
1.14
4) I am appreciated by people who know me.
251 4.86 (.757) -1.09
3.09
5) *Compared to other people I get depressed or down in the dumps too
250 4.79 (1.23) -1.16
.97
often.
6) *My life could be happier than it is now.
251 3.74 (1.44)
.00
-1.03
7) *As I age, I get more irritable.
251 4.31 (1.25)
-.47
-.48
8) These are the best years of my life.
248 3.98 (1.28)
-.40
-.31
9) Everything is just great.
251 4.07 (1.11)
-.58
.29
Note: N=249; A six-point Likert type scale was used for rating the respondent’s life satisfaction raging from 1
(Strongly disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Disagree somewhat), 4 (Agree somewhat), 5 (Agree), to 6 (Strongly Agree);
*Reverse coded
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Data Screening for Outliers
The data screening step provides the foundation for subsequent analysis and decision
making. In this study the data screening process followed the steps outlined by Cohen, Cohen, West,
and Aiken (2003) and Tabachnik and Fidel (2001). Tabachnik and Fidel define cases with an extreme
value on one variable as a univarite outlier and those with a strange combination of scores on two or
more variables as multivariate outliers. The reasons for the presence of outliers are grouped under
four categories: (1) errors in data entry, (2) missing-value specification, (3) not being a member of the
population from which the researcher intended to sample, and (4) being from the intended
population but the distribution for the variable in the population has more extreme values than a
normal distribution.
First, to detect univariate outliers I screened all variables (leisure enhancement, change in
activity participation, elective selection, loss-based selection, optimization, and compensation, leisure
satisfaction and life satisfaction) by using SPSS FREQUENCIES and EXPLORE. According to the
boxplots, 5 out of 252 cases were above or below three standard deviation and identified as
univariate outliers.
Next, I screened the data for multivariate outliers by using SPSS REGRESSION, which
added the Cook’s D and Leverage Variables to the data set. Six cases were detected as outliers
according to Centered Leverage Cut off points; these values were far from the mean of items within
each scale and Cook’s D. The number of cases detected constituted 2% of the raw data and were
deleted one at a time, the scatter plots were checked after each deletion. After deleting four far
outliers the scatter plots looked normal. Cook’s Distance plots were checked again to see if there
were further outliers, the remaining cases were closely scattered around the distribution, and thus
further deletion was avoided. With four cases (1.6% of the data) excluded from the overall sample,
the next section describes missing value analysis.
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Missing Value Analysis
One of the most common problems in data analysis is missing data (Cohen et. all, 2003;
Tabachnik & Fidell, 2001). Reasons for missing data vary. Respondents may fail to answer some
questions, may fail to complete all of the items on a questionnaire, or may refuse to answer a certain
question or complete a questionnaire. Researchers handle missing data problem in various ways. An
appropriate method of handling missing data is crucial since failure to do so can lead to bias in
estimates, standard errors, and inefficient use of the data (Allison, 2003).
The three major assumptions justifying missing data handling methods are MCAR (Missing
completely at random), MAR (Missing at random), and MNAR (missing not at random). MCAR
means that missing values in one variable are independent of other variables. MAR means that
missing values may depend on the value of other variables (Allison, 2003).
The common procedure for handling missing values is either dropping cases including
missing data points (listwise deletion) or including all available observation for the variables under
investigation (pairwise deletion) (West, 2001). Listwise deletion provides the advantage of having the
same number of cases in each variable, but it substantially affects the sample size when the missing
values are scattered across other variables. Pairwise deletion method prevents the application of
inferences to the population of all cases since the effective sample size can vary from analysis to
analysis (Kline, 2005). Listwise deletion and pairwise deletion methods assume values are missing
completely at random. The other four methods for dealing with missing observations are
unconditional mean imputation, conditional mean imputation, multiple imputation (MI), and
maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) (Alison, 2003).
Unconditional mean imputation calculates the mean for the nonmissing cases and substitutes
that value for the missing data. With this method estimation of parameters under investigation
becomes biased. On the other hand, conditional mean imputation can be done by regressing the
variable with missing data on other variables for those cases with complete data. Similar to the
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multiple imputations, the regression equation is used to generate predicted values for cases with
missing data. This method often yields underestimated variances and overestimated correlations
(Little & Rubin, 1987).
In the multiple imputations (MI) method one variable is regressed on another variable in
order to impute the missing values using the estimated regression line to generate predicted values of
one variable. This method leads to overestimation of the correlations (Alison, 2003; Little & Rubin,
1987). Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) method is often used by researchers since it can be
implemented under different distributional assumptions like MAR.
In this study, missing data was evident on the variables of enhancement outcomes, SOC,
leisure satisfaction, and life satisfaction. The missing values are reported in Table 4.16.
Table 4.16. Missing Values

Enhancement outcomes
SOC
Leisure satisfaction
Life satisfaction

Possible Responses
(n*Item#)

Missing
data

248*15
248*12
248*24
248*35

32
28
24
40

Missing data/
possible responses
(%)
.08
.09
.04
.06

n with missing
(%)
12.9
11.2
9
16.1

In this study, the test of the factor structure of three scales (SOC, Enhancement Outcomes,
and Leisure Satisfaction) requires Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Since CFA deletes all cases
with missing values, CFA is inefficient when there are many missing cases. Therefore, I employed the
missing value analysis (MVA) procedure in SPSS to test the randomness of the pattern of the missing
data on four scales. Little’s MCAR test, which is a chi-square test for MCAR, was conducted with
EQS. The null hypothesis for the MCAR test is that the missing values are completely at random.
Little’s MCAR test was significant for EH, LSITA and LE scales (p<.05). This result confirmed that
the missing data points on these scales were MAR, and for SOC it was MCAR (x2=163, df=166,
p=.54). In addition, to confirm the presence of MAR cases, a Separate Variance t-test was conducted,
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(MVA did not print separate variance t-test tables for the EH scale, but did print one for the SOC
scale). The data for EH, LSITA, LE, and SOC scales were imputed for missing values by using the
Maximum Likelihood Estimation method with the expectation maximization (EM) algorithm
procedure (Cohen, et. all, 2003).
Structure of the Measurement Instruments
Enhancement Outcomes Scale
A CFA procedure on the model with 15 items (four categories) using the robust method to
estimate the solution (Multivariate Kurtosis Normalized Estimate=25.11, p<.05) was conducted. The
LaGrange multiplier (LM) test was requested. The parameter variances for the factors were fixed to
one, and the variance of the indicators were freely estimated.
The results showed that the model had a poor fit according to the Satorra-Bentler Scaled results (x2
= 277.14, df=84, p=.00), and the fit indices were CFI =.89 and RMSEA = .09. A model with
excellent fit should have CFI ≥.95 and RMSEA≤.05 (Kline, 2005). Upon further investigation, the
LM test results showed that the pair of estimates for ATT1 (Decrease my activity level) and ATT2
(Do less and enjoy it) had the largest index, x2 = 57.85, df=1, p=.00. The item ATT1 was negatively
correlated to all other items and more frequently appeared in the other estimate pairs than ATT2.
There was a possibility that the participant did not understand the item. Therefore, this item was
dropped and the model was run again on the remaining 14 items.
The results of the 14 item model showed that Satorra-Bentler scaled x2 = 199.38, df=71,
p=.00 with CFI=.92, and RMSEA=0.08. The model did not have a perfect fit. The LM test showed
that the estimate pair of ATT2 (Do less and enjoy it) and ATT6 (Enjoy my time alone) had the
largest index (x2 = 26.09, df=1, p=.00). The item ATT2 was a double-barrel statement and appeared
more frequently than did ATT6 in the other pairs of estimates; therefore, it was dropped. The model
was run again for the remaining 13 items.
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The results with 13 items showed that Satorra-Bentler Scaled x2 = 146.37, df=59, p=.00
with CFA=.94 and RMSEA =.07. The LM test (LaGrange multiplier) showed that the pair of
estimates of ATT6 (Enjoy my time alone) and ATT4 (Relax without scheduling my time) had the
largest index x2 = 22.11, df=1, p=.00. The item ATT4 states that “not scheduling time” is an
opportunity. Item ATT6 indicates an opportunity for enjoying solidarity which may capture some of
the essence in item ATT4; thus, it was dropped from the model. The model was run again on the
remaining 12 variables. This time, x2 = 135.44, df=48, p=.00 with fit indices CFI=.95 and
RMSEA=.08. These findings present a good fit of the data (Kline, 2005), but deleting the item ATT4
(Relax without scheduling my time) did not improve the model fit indices. The analysis continued
with the enhancement outcomes scale with 13 items and four categories. In conclusion this scale was
evaluated by CFA analysis through 4 steps; Table 4.17 presents the changes in the fit indices and
model chi-squares. The final categories and the items included in the further analysis are presented in
Table 4.18, and Figure 4.1 presents the CFA diagram of the final 13-item/4-factor Enhancement
Outcomes Scale.
Table 4.17. Summary Results of CFA Analysis with Enhancement Outcomes Scale
# of indicators
Model (a)
CFI
RMSEA
15 (b)
x2 = 277.14, df=84, p=.00
.89
.09
14
x2 = 199.38, df=71, p=.00
.93
.08
13
x2 = 146.37, df=59, p=.00
.95
.07
12
x2 = 135.43, df=48, p=.00
.95
.08
Notes:
(a) Goodness of fit summary for method is robust, Satorra-Bentler Scaled
results are reported
(b) The initial model
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Table 4.18. Final Thirteen Items of the Enhancement Outcomes Scale
Subscales and 13 items
A. Attention to other activities
ACT1 Focus on an activity that was/is more satisfying than I expected
ACT2 Do leisure activities that I have been neglecting for a while
ACT3 Devote myself to leisure activities that matter the most to me.
B. Attention to family and close friends
REL1 Spend more time with my family or close friends.
REL2 Increase involvement with my family or close friends.
REL3 Become closer with people I like.
C. Discovery of new capacity /acquisition of skills
CAP1 See how well I can do other leisure activities.
CAP2 Discover leisure abilities I did not know I had.
CAP3 See myself learning new leisure skills.
D. Change in attitude toward leisure
ATT3 Find joy in little things.
ATT4 Relax without scheduling my time
ATT5 Start meaningful leisure activities that I wouldn’t have done otherwise.
ATT6 Enjoy my time alone.
Note: N=252, A six-point Likert type scale was used for rating the respondent’s life
satisfaction raging from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Disagree somewhat), 4
(Agree somewhat), 5 (Agree), to 6 (Strongly Agree).
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Figure 4.1. Final CFA Model Presenting the Standardized Solutions and Factor Covariances:
Enhancement Outcomes Scale
Note: All estimates are significant,
Model’s x2 = 135.44, df=48, p=.00
CFI=.95
RMSEA=.07
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Selective Optimization with Compensation Scale
SOC is an existing scale with a forced choice format. For this study a scale from 1 to 4 was
added to increase response variance. The technical report on this short scale states that this scale has
x2 = 153.5, df=48, p=.00, and goodness-of-fit statistics indicate an acceptable fit of the model: CFI =
.95, and RMSEA = .068. In order to confirm the structure, CFA analysis was run on the data for the
SOC scale with 4 factors, 12 indicators, (N=248). The multivariate kurtosis normalized estimate was
equal to 1.24 p>0.05. The goodness of fit summary for maximum likelihood model showed that the
model was significant, x2 =126.04, df=48, p=.00 and the fit indices were: CFI=0.807,
RMSEA=0.081. These results indicated a misfit. A closer look at the loadings of the indicators
showed that two items did not load significantly, SL3 (i.e. When things don’t go as well as before I
choose one or two important goals, p=.12) and SC3 (i.e. When something in my life is not working
as well as it used to, I ask others for advice or help, p=.12). The items with the least loading were
dropped one at a time and the improvement in the model was checked.
Dropping these items made a significant improvement in fit indices. The final fit indices of
the model with 10 items showed that the model had x2=90.53, df=29, p=.00, RMSEA=.09 and
CFI=.84. The model still was not a good fit to the data. The loadings and LM test were checked to
see how it can be improved. All the loadings were significant however, a pair of estimates SO1 (i.e. I
keep working on what I have planned until I succeed) and SC3 (i.e. When something in my life is not
working as well as it used to, I ask others for advice or help) had the highest index (x2=17.26, df=1,
p=.00), compared to other pairs of estimates. The item SO1 appeared more frequently in other pairs
therefore this item was dropped.
The model with 9 items was run, in this round the model had x2=51.62, df=21, p=.00, fit
indices CFI =.89, RMSEA=.08. The perfect fit would indicate CFI>.95 and RMSEA<0.05.
Therefore this model was not a good fit. The LM test results were screened again, a pair of estimates
SE2 (i.e. I concentrate all my energy on few things) and SE1 (i.e. I always focus on the one most

67

important goal at a given time) had the highest index, x2=11.624, df=1, p=.00, and SE2 (i.e. I
concentrate all my energy on few things) appeared more frequently in other pairs, thus this item was
dropped from the model.
The model was run with 8 items, x2=30.82 df=14, p=.000, fit indices CFI =.93,
RMSEA=.07. The results indicated a model with 8 items was close to being a good fit. The analysis
continued with 8-item, 4-factor SOC scale results. All estimates were significant. In conclusion this
scale was evaluated by CFA analysis through 4 steps, Table 4.19 presents the changes in the fit
indices and model chi-squares. The CFA structure of the final 8-item/4-factor SOC model used in
further analysis is presented in figure 4.2, and the final 8 items of SOC scale are presented in Table
4.20.
Table 4.19 Summary Results of CFA Analysis with SOC scale
# of indicators
Model (a)
CFI
RMSEA
12(b)
X2=126.04, df=48, p=.00
.80
.08
11
X2=90.53, df=29, p=.00
.84
.09
10
X2=90.53, df=29, p=.00
.84
.09
9
X2=51.62, df=21, p=.00
.89
.08
8
X2=30.82, df=14, p=.00
.93
.07
Notes:
(a) Goodness of fit summary for method is robust, Satorra-Bentler Scaled
results are reported
(b) The initial model
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Table 4.20. Final Eight Items of the SOC Scale
Elective Selection
a) I always focus on the one most important goal at a given time.
SE1
b) I am always working on several goals at once.
a) When I think about what I want in life, I commit myself to just one or two important goals.
SE3 b) Even when I really consider what I want in life, I wait and see what happens instead of committing
myself to just one or two particular goals.
Loss-based Selection
a) When I can’t do something the way I did before, I look for a new goal.
SL1 b) When I can’t do something the way I did before, I distribute my time and energy among many other
things.
a) When I can’t do something as well as I used to, I think about what exactly is important to me.
SL2
b) When I can’t do something as well as I used to, I wait and see what comes.
Optimization
a) I make every effort to achieve a given goal.
SO2
b) I prefer to wait for a while and see if things will work out by themselves.
a) If something matters to me, I devote myself fully and completely to it.
SO3 b) Even if when something matters to me, I still have hard time devoting myself fully and completely to
it.
Compensation
a) When it becomes harder for me to get the same results, I keep trying harder until I can do it as well
as before.
SC1
b) When it becomes harder for me to get the same results as I used to, it is time to let go of that
expectation.
a) When things don’t go as well as they used to, I keep trying other ways until I can achieve the same
SC2 results I used to.
b) When things don’t go as well as they used to, I accept it.
Note: a=Target statement, b=Distracting statement. A 4-point Likert type scale was used for rating the respondent’s
engagement in SOC strategies from 1 (A little) to 4 (Exactly); Range 0 – 4.
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Figure 4.2 Final CFA Model Presenting the Standardized Solutions and Factor Covariances: Selective
Optimization with Compensation Scale
Note: All estimates are significant, SE=elective selection, SL=loss-based selection, SO=optimization,
SC=compensation
Model’s x2 = 30.82, df=14, p=.00
CFI=.93
RMSEA=.07
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Satisfaction with Leisure Activities Scale
This scale was tested with CFA (confirmatory factor analysis), according to the results, there
was some support for 1-factor model (x2=619.65, df=237, p=.00), with the following fit indices:
CFI=.86, RMSEA=.08. However, the CFI was unacceptable due to probably low correlations among
the indicators, and needs further evaluation. Scale reliabilities were tested by checking the Cronbach’s
Alpha value for the overall score as well as the components of the scales. Nunnally and Bernstein
(1994) suggest that a Cronbach alpha greater than .70 is reliable. The reliability level of leisure
satisfaction scale was .94. The reliability level of the scale’s dimensions were .87 for psychological
needs, .82 for educational needs, .82 for social needs, .81 for relaxation, .82 for aesthetic needs, and
.87 for physical needs. The grand mean was calculated as an overall estimate of leisure satisfaction.
Life Satisfaction Index for Third Age
After recoding negatively formulated items, averaging across all 35 items yielded a total scale
score that indicated the person’s life satisfaction level. Internal consistencies of this scale (LSITA) as
assessed by Cronbach’s alpha were in an intermediate range, 78 for zest vs. apathy, .65 for resolution
and fortitude, .75 for congruence between expected and achieved goals, .44 for self-concept, and .66
for mood tone. Overall internal consistency of the scale was 0.90. The correlation between LSITA
and Leisure Satisfaction Scale was 0.56 (p<.01). According to the CFA results, there was some
support for a 1-factor LSITA model but the CFI was unacceptable, probably due to some low
correlations among the indicators.
Preparation of Data for Further Analysis
Analysis of Multivariate Outliers
In order to identify multivariate outliers, a full model was run in SPSS Linear Regression and
Centered Leverage, Studentized-deleted residuals, and Cook’s Distance values were requested and
saved. According to the scatter plots four cases were identified as far outliers and excluded from the
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data set, one at a time. The scatter plots of the final model, presented in Figure 4.3, show the data set
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Figure 4.3.The Scatter Plots of the Final Model: Outlier Cases Removed
Note: a) The Model’s DV – Centered Leverage Plot, b) The Model’s DV – Cook’s Distance Plot, c) The
Model’s P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residuals
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Linearity and Absence of Multicollinearity
Cohen et al. (2003) state that one of the regression assumptions is that each independent
variable can potentially add to the prediction of the dependent variable. As the CFA analysis of
enhancement outcomes scale presented, the components of the scale, in particular discovery of new
capacity / acquisition of skills and change in attitude towards leisure (r2 = .99), were highly
correlated. Similarly, the components of SOC model were also highly correlated. This information
signals potential for redundant information. Multicollinearity diagnostics were applied to all
components included in further analyses. Series of regression analysis was run by using SPSS
REGRESSION with all variables, with one among them designated as a dependent variable every
turn. The results, presented in Table 4.21, show that none of the tolerance levels (tolerance = 1-R2)
was equal or less than .20, indicating no visible multicollinearity problem.
Table 4.21.Multicollinearity Diagnostics
Predicted
Variable
Enhancement Outcomes Scale
Attention to other activities
Attention to close relationships
Discovery of new capacity / acquisition of new skills
Change in attitude toward leisure
Selective Optimization with Compensation Scale
Elective selection
Loss-based selection
Optimization
Compensation
Note: Tolerance level ≤ 0.20 indicates multicollinearity

R2

Tolerance (1-R2)

.62
.47
.66
.46

.38
.53
.34
.54

.16
.14
.28
.15

.84
.86
.72
.85

Linearity is an important assumption of regression. The assumption of linearity is that there
is a straight-line relationship between two variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). A nonlinear
relationship between an independent and a dependent variable requires special attention. I screened
linearity from bivariate scatter plots between standardized residuals and predicted values by checking
the residuals above or below the zero line at predicted values and also by inspection of the shape of
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the bivariate scatter plots of the pairs of variables. No pattern was recognized; therefore, linearity was
assumed.
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CHAPTER 5
INFERENTIAL ANALYSES AND RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to explore whether constraints catalyzed the SOC process. To
investigate the research questions I conducted the following series of analyses. First, I compared the
group of participants who were constrained (reduced participation in at least one context of leisure
such as social, physical or intellectual) to those who were not (maintained or increased participation
in all three contexts of leisure) on the relationship between enhancement outcomes of constraints
and satisfaction with life and leisure. Following that, I analyzed the potential effect of SOC on
satisfaction with life and leisure, and tested whether the effect of SOC on life and leisure satisfaction
could be accounted for by initially identified socio-demographic correlates. Then, I investigated the
effect of leisure behavior change on life and leisure satisfaction. Furthermore, I analyzed whether the
effect of SOC on life and leisure satisfaction varied at different levels of leisure behavior change.
Finally, I tested whether people with varying configuration of SOC, enhancement outcomes and
leisure participation varied in terms of satisfaction with life and leisure activities. The research
questions and accompanying findings are presented. The final section in this chapter is the summary
of the findings.
RQA: How do Enhancement Outcomes Relate to Satisfaction with Life and Leisure?
Testing the Relationship between Enhancement Outcomes and Life Satisfaction
This research question explored whether life-events enable opportunities in various domains
of leisure life. McGuire and Norman (2005) reported that limitation in some leisure activities is
inevitable when resources naturally decline. Thus, this limitation can be an adaptive response; it frees
resources for the achievement of other goals in life or maintenance of the remaining activities, or for
reserving remaining resources. McGuire et al. (2007) suggested five positive potentials of constraints
which people can benefit from by recognizing them: (1) resilience, (2) attention to other goals, (3) the
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discovery of previously-unattended capacities, (4) changes in attitude toward life and leisure and (5)
goal achievement. In this study, the participants were asked to report if a significant life event
provided them a new opportunity that enhanced their leisure life. Three categories of benefits (type
2, 3, and 4; Kleiber et al, 2004) were investigated in terms of their contribution to life and leisure
satisfaction.
The enhancement outcomes scale, newly developed, was composed of four elements:
increased attention to alternative activities, increased attention to family or close friends, change in
attitude towards leisure, and discovery of new capacity or acquisition of skills. The indicators of these
categories based on the final CFA model are presented in Table 5.1. The respondents were asked to
report how much they agreed with each statement on a scale from one to six. In relation to this
research question, four hypotheses were postulated and tested (Table 5.2).
Table 5.1. RQA1: 13-Item/4-Factor Enhancement Outcomes Scale
Subscales
A. Attention to other activities
ACT1 Focus on an activity that was/is more satisfying than I expected
ACT2 Do leisure activities that I have been neglecting for a while
ACT3 Devote myself to leisure activities that matter the most to me.
B. Attention to close relations
REL1 Spend more time with my family or close friends.
REL2 Increase involvement with my family or close friends.
REL3 Become closer with people I like.
C. Discovery of new capacity /acquisition of skills
CAP1 See how well I can do other leisure activities.
CAP2 Discover leisure abilities I did not know I had.
CAP3 See myself learning new leisure skills.
D. Change in attitude toward leisure
ATT3 Find joy in little things.
ATT4 Relax without scheduling my time.
ATT5 Start meaningful leisure activities that I wouldn’t have done otherwise.
ATT6 Enjoy my time alone.
Note: A six-point Likert type scale was used for rating the respondent’s life satisfaction raging from 1
(Strongly disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Disagree somewhat), 4 (Agree somewhat), 5 (Agree), to 6
(Strongly Agree).
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Table 5.2. RQA1: Enhancement Outcomes, Life Satisfaction, and Related Hypotheses
Variables:
RQA1:
HA1.1
HA1.2
HA1.3
HA1.4

Enhancement outcomes and Life satisfaction
Is there a relationship between enhancement outcomes and life satisfaction?
Increased attention to alternative activities will have positive relation to life satisfaction.
Increased attention to close relationships will have positive relations to life satisfaction.
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills will have positive relation to life
satisfaction.
Change in attitude towards leisure will have positive relation to life satisfaction.

I tested the effect of the dimensions of enhancement outcomes on life satisfaction using
SPSS REGRESSION with four dimensions as the independent variables and life satisfaction as the
dependent variable. The results showed that the overall model was significant, but none of the
dimensions had a significant effect on life satisfaction (F4,243 =3.67, p=.01). The results are presented
in Table 5.3.
Table 5.3. RQA1: Significance Test and Effect Sizes
Dimensions of Enhancement Outcomes Scale
B
Increased attention to alternative activities
.41 (n.s.)
Increased attention to family and close friends
.24 (n.s.)
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills
.47 (n.s.)
Change in attitude towards leisure
.26 (n.s.)
Note: n.s.=Not significant, p>.05; F4,243 =3.67, p=.01 R2=.06

Beta
.08
.05
.09
.06

Partial (sr)
.05
.03
.05
.04

Zero-order
.21**
.19**
.22**
.20**

Testing the Relationship between Enhancement Outcomes and Satisfaction with Leisure Activities
The second objective of this study was to investigate whether enhancement outcomes
positively contribute to leisure satisfaction. In relation to this research question, four hypotheses were
postulated and tested (Table 5.4).
Table 5.4. RQA2: Enhancement Outcomes, Leisure Satisfaction, Related Hypotheses
Variables:
RQA2:
HA2.1
HA2.2
HA2.3
HA2.4

Enhancement outcomes and leisure satisfaction
Is there a relationship between enhancement outcomes and leisure satisfaction?
Increased attention to alternative activities will have positive relation to leisure satisfaction.
Increased attention to family and close friends will have positive relations to leisure satisfaction.
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills will have positive relation to leisure
satisfaction.
Change in attitude towards leisure will have positive relation to leisure satisfaction.
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The effect of the dimensions of enhancement outcomes, attention to other activities or close
relationships, discovery of new capacity or skills, and attitude change towards leisure on leisure and
life satisfaction was tested. The results, presented in Table 5.5, showed that none of the enhancement
outcomes significantly contributed to leisure satisfaction (p>.05).
Table 5.5. RQA2, Significance Test & Effect Sizes
Dimensions of Enhancement Outcomes Scale
B
Increased attention to alternative activities
.26 (n.s.)
Increased attention to family and close friends
.29 (n.s.)
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills
.31 (n.s.)
Change in attitude towards leisure
.25 (n.s.)
Note: n.s.= Not significant, p>.05; F4,243 =5.23, p=.00, R2=.08

Beta
.07
.09
.09
.08

Partial (sr)
.05
.07
.05
.06

Zero-order
.24**
.24**
.25**
.24**

RQB: How Does Engagement in the SOC Process Relate to Satisfaction with Life and Leisure?
The Relationship between Selective Optimization with Compensation (SOC) and Life Satisfaction
The literature indicates that elective selection, loss-based selection, optimization, and
compensation positively relate to various indicators of well-being. Table 5.6 presents the four
hypotheses deduced from the literature. Hypotheses 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 are concerned about the
relationship between the components of SOC and life satisfaction.
Table 5.6. RQB1:SOC process, Life Satisfaction, Related Hypotheses
Variables:
RQB1:
HB1.1
HB1.2
HB1.3
HB1.4

SOC process and life satisfaction
How does engagement in SOC process relate to life satisfaction?
Engagement in elective selection relates to life satisfaction.
Engagement in loss-based selection relates to life satisfaction.
Engagement in optimization relates to life satisfaction.
Engagement in compensation relates to life satisfaction.

Using SPSS REGRESSION I tested the effects of elective selection, loss-based selection,
optimization, and compensation on life satisfaction. The results show that both optimization (t=2.63,
p=.01) and compensation (t=3.34, p=.00) have positive and significant effects on life satisfaction. The
unique effect size (sr) for optimization was .17 and for compensation was .21. Elective selection and
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loss-based selection failed to predict overall life satisfaction. Table 5.7 presents the results. The results
indicate that adoption optimization and compensation strategies of life management can predict
higher levels of life satisfaction.
Table 5.7. RQB1, Coefficients, Standard Errors, Significance Test, and Effect Size
B
Beta
Partial (sr)
Zero-order
Elective selection
.24 (n.s.)
.03
.03
.09
Loss-based selection
-.20 (n.s.)
-.02
-.02
.10
Optimization
1.43**
.19
.17
.27
Compensation
1.65**
.22
.21
.29
Note: DV: Life Satisfaction, **Significant at α =.05, *Significant at α =.01; All IVs were
grand mean centered
F(4, 243) =7.63, p=.00, R2=.11

Relationship between Selective Optimization with Compensation (SOC) and Leisure Satisfaction
The research question was about how engagement in SOC process relates to leisure satisfaction.
I tested four hypotheses (Table 5.8) deduced from the literature using SPSS REGRESSION.
Hypotheses 2.4 and 2.5 found support.
Table 5.8. RQB2: SOC Process, Leisure Satisfaction, & Related Hypotheses
Variables:
RQB2
HB2.1
HB2.2
HB2.3
HB2.4

SOC process and leisure satisfaction
How does engagement in SOC process relate to leisure satisfaction?
Engagement in elective selection positively relates to leisure satisfaction.
Engagement in loss-based selection positively relates to leisure satisfaction.
Engagement in optimization positively relates to leisure satisfaction.
Engagement in compensation positively relates to leisure satisfaction.

The results, presented in Table 5.9, show that optimization (p=.36), elective selection (p=.74), and
loss-based selection (p=.18) failed to predict leisure satisfaction. The results indicate that adoption of
compensation strategies positively contribute to leisure satisfaction.
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Table 5.9. RQB2: Coefficients, Standard Errors, Significance Test, & Effect Size
B
Beta
Partial (sr)
Zero-order
Elective selection
.14 (n.s.)
.02
.02
.07
Loss-based selection
.60 (n.s.)
.09
.09
.17
Optimization
.35 (n.s.)
.07
.06
.17
Compensation
.93**
.18
.17
.23
Note: DV: Leisure Satisfaction, **Significant at α =.01; All IVs were mean centered;

F4,243 =4.50 p=.002 R2=.07
Controlling for Income Level, Self-Reported General Health Status and Education Level
I considered all socio-demographic variables with significant correlations with either leisure
or life satisfaction at alpha level of .05 as potential rival predictors. First, using SPSS REGRESSION,
I conducted hierarchical multiple regression analysis to test how well life and leisure satisfaction can
be predicted by SOC while holding socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents constant.
In the first step, rival predictors were simultaneously entered into the model. In the second step, a
component of SOC that has a significant relationship with leisure or life satisfaction (i.e. optimization
or compensation) was entered into the model. Table 5.10 shows the multiple correlations (R), the
percentage of the variance explained (R2), and the change in the percentage (∆ R2).
The results show that after controlling for self-reported general health, education, and
income, optimization and compensation still significantly contributed to the prediction of life
satisfaction. In addition, after controlling for self-reported general health status and education level
of the participants, compensation still positively contributed to leisure satisfaction. These results
indicate that engagement in optimization and compensation strategies are significant contributors of
leisure and life satisfaction, and this relationship does not depend on rival predictors in this study.
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Table 5.10. RQB2, Multiple Correlations, Percentage of Variance Explained, & Change in Percentage
Life Satisfaction
Leisure Satisfaction
R
R2
∆ R2
R
R2
∆ R2
Model A
Control predictors(a)
.52**
.27
.36*
.13
Model B(b)
Optimization added
.55**
.30
.03**
.38*
.15
.02*
Model C(c)
Compensation added
.54**
.29
.02**
.40**
.16
.03**
Note: (a) Self-reported general health, income, and education were the rival predictors for life
satisfaction; and self-reported general health, gender, and education were the rival predictors for
leisure satisfaction; **Significant at α=.01, and *Significant at α=.05; n.s. = Not significant, p>.05, All
variables were mean centered
R= Multiple correlations, R2 = Percentage of the variance explained, ∆ R2 = Change in the percentage
(b) Model B includes only control predictors and optimization variable
(c) Model C includes only control predictors and compensation variable

A closer look at the items used to measure the optimization construct show that making
every effort to achieve a given goal instead of waiting to see if things will work out by themselves,
and when something matters to someone, devoting oneself fully and completely to it are the adaptive
strategies that contribute to life satisfaction (Target item SO2: I make every effort to achieve a given goal,
Distractor item SO2: I prefer to wait for a while and see if things will work out by themselves; Target item SO3:
If something matters to me, I devote myself fully and completely to it; Distractor item SO3: Even if when something
matters to me, I still have a hard time devoting myself fully and completely to it.)
On the other hand, a closer look at the items used to measure the compensation construct
show that when there are obstacles in life that makes it harder for one to get the same results in life,
trying harder and trying other ways to achieve the same results instead of accepting the situation or
letting go of the expectation are the adaptive strategies in life and positively affect life and leisure
satisfaction (Target item SC1: When it becomes harder for me to get the same results, I keep trying harder until I
can do it as well as before.; Distractor item SC1: When it becomes harder for me to get the same results as I used to,
it is time to let go of that expectation; Target item SC2: When things don’t go as well as they used to, I keep trying
other ways until I can achieve the same results I used to; Distractor item SC2: When things don’t go as well as they
used to, I accept it).
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RQC: How Does Change in Leisure Behavior Relate to Satisfaction with Life and Leisure?
The Effect of Leisure Behavior Change on Life Satisfaction
The literature indicates that engagement in leisure activities in later life has a positive
contribution to satisfaction with life. Since leisure behavior change was measured in three contexts
(i.e. physical, social, intellectual), I deduced three hypotheses relating to this objective (Table 5.11).
To test the relationship between leisure behavior change in social context and life satisfaction, I
employed a regression model by using SPSS REGRESSION on life satisfaction as the predicted
outcome and leisure behavior change as the predictor. Results (Table 5.22) of the regression
procedure employed showed that the model with three predictors was significant, F(3,237)= 6.42,
p<.01, (sr=.08).
Table 5.11. RQC1: Leisure Behavior Change, Life Satisfaction, & Related Hypotheses
Variables:
RQC1:
HC1.1
HC1.2
HC1.3

Leisure behavior change and life satisfaction
How does change in leisure behavior relate to leisure satisfaction?
Leisure behavior change in social context relates to life satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in intellectual context relates to life satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in physical context relates to life satisfaction.

Hypotheses 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 stated that change in leisure behavior in social, intellectual, and
physical context will be related to life satisfaction. I employed standard regression analysis by using
SPSS REGRESSION. Hypothesis one stated that change in leisure behavior in social context will be
positively related to life satisfaction. The results (Table 5.12) showed that change in leisure behavior
in social context was not significantly related to respondents’ life satisfaction (p=.73). Results of the
regression procedure employed found a significant main effect for behavior change in intellectual
context on life satisfaction (Intellectual: t=2.207, p=.02, sr=.14), and roughly 2% of variance in life
satisfaction is explained by change in leisure behavior in intellectual activities. On average, as an
individual’s participation rate increased by one unit, life satisfaction increased by three units.
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Hypothesis three stated that change in leisure behavior in physical context will be positively
related to life satisfaction. The results showed that change in leisure behavior in physical context was
not significantly related to participants’ life satisfaction (p=.19).
Table 5.12. RQC1: Coefficients, Significance Test, & Effect Sizes
IV(a)
B
Beta
Zero-order
Partial (sr)
Intellectual
3.01
.19
.26
.14
Social
.43
.03
.17
.02
Physical
1.49
.10
.22
.08
Note: *Significant at α=.05; n.s.=Not significant p>.05; (a)Recoded
(1=Reduced a lot, 5=Increased a lot); F(3,237)= 6.42, p<.01, R2=.08

The Effect of Leisure Behavior Change on Leisure Satisfaction
Since leisure behavior change was measured in three contexts (i.e. physical, social,
intellectual), I constructed three hypotheses relating to this objective (Table 5.13). To test the
relationship between leisure behavior change in social context and leisure satisfaction, I employed a
regression model by using SPSS REGRESSION on leisure satisfaction as the predicted outcome and
leisure behavior change as the predictor. Results (Table 5.14) of the regression procedure showed
that the model with three predictors was significant, F(3,237)= 6.42, p<.01, with an effect size of 8 %,
(R2=.08).
Table 5.13. RQC2: Leisure Behavior Change, Leisure Satisfaction and Related Hypotheses
Variables:
RQC2:
HC2.1
HC2.2
HC2.3

Leisure behavior change and Leisure satisfaction
Is there a relationship between leisure behavior change and leisure satisfaction?
Leisure behavior change in social context will relate to leisure satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in intellectual context will relate to leisure satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in physical context will relate to leisure satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 stated that change in leisure behavior in three contexts would be
positively related to leisure satisfaction. The results, presented in Table 5.14, showed that change in
social context and physical context was not significantly related to individual leisure satisfaction
(social: p=.73; physical: p=.17). However, results of the regression procedure found a significant
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main effect for behavior change in intellectual context on leisure satisfaction, (t=2.07, p=.04). There
was a significant increase, 1.96 units, in leisure satisfaction for every one unit increase in participation
rate. The effect size was 2% (sr=.13), meaning that reduction in participation could predict 2% of
variance in leisure satisfaction.
Table 5.14. RQC2: Coefficients, Significance Test, and Effect Sizes
IV(a)
B
Beta
Zero-order Partial (sr)
Intellectual
1.96*
.17
.25
.13
Social
1.22
.11
.22
.09
Physical
.33
.03
.18
.03
Note: *Significant at α=.05; n.s.=Not significant p>.05; (a)Recoded
(1=Reduced a lot, 5=Increased a lot); F(3,237)= 6.09, p<.01, R2=.07

Controlling for Income Level, Self-Reported General Health Status, and Education Level
To control the stability of the relationship between leisure behavior change and satisfaction
with life and leisure, I considered all socio-demographic variables with significant correlation with
either leisure or life satisfaction at alpha level of .05 as potential rival predictors. First, using SPSS
REGRESSION, I conducted hierarchical multiple regression analysis to test how well life and leisure
satisfaction can be predicted by leisure behavior change while controlled by socio-demographic
characteristics of the respondents. In the first step, rival predictors were simultaneously entered into
the model. In the second step, one leisure behavior change variable (i.e. intellectual context) was
entered into the model. Table 5.25 shows the multiple correlations (R), the percentage of the variance
explained (R2), and the change in the percentage (∆ R2). After controlling for rival predictors, leisure
behavior change in intellectual contexts still significantly contributed to the prediction of life and
leisure satisfaction.
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Table 5.15 RQC1 and RQC2: Controlling for Rival Predictors
Predictor
Control predictors(a)
Intellectual Context

Life Satisfaction
R
R2
∆ R2
.51
.26
.55*
.30
.04*

Leisure Satisfaction
R
R2
∆ R2
.35
.13
.41**
.17
.05**

Model A
Model B(b)
Note:
(a) Self-reported general health, income, and education were the control predictors for life satisfaction; and
self-reported general health, gender, and education were the rival predictors for leisure satisfaction;
**Significant at α=.01, *Significant at α=.05, n.s. = Not significant, p>.05
All variables were centered
R= Multiple correlations, R2 = Percentage of the variance explained, ∆ R2 = Change in the percentage
(b) Model B includes control predictors and intellectual variable

RQD: Does the Effect of SOC on Satisfaction with Life and Leisure Vary at Different Levels of
Change in Leisure Behavior?
The Moderating Effect of Change in Leisure Behavior on the Relationship between SOC and Life Satisfaction
One of the objectives of this study was to understand whether there was an interrelationship
among SOC process, change in leisure behavior, and leisure and life satisfaction. Particularly,
understanding whether engagement in SOC strategies contributes to life satisfaction in cases of
reduced participation is important.
Since leisure behavior change was measured in three contexts (i.e. physical, social, and
intellectual ) and there were four components of SOC (i.e. elective selection, loss-based selection,
optimization, and compensation), I tested fifteen hypotheses. I tested the following model using
SPSS REGRESSION: Life Satisfaction = SOC + Leisure Behavior Change + SOC * Leisure Behavior
Change. I tested interaction effects of engagement in elective selection, loss-based selection,
optimization, and compensation separately for the moderation effect using the SPSS REGRESSION
procedure. The results indicated significant interaction effects: the effect of elective selection on life
satisfaction varies at different levels of change in leisure behavior in social activities (t=-2.23,
p=0.03); further, the effect of compensation on life satisfaction was significantly moderated by
leisure behavior change in social context (t=-1.95, p= 0.05). The effect of engagement in loss-based
selection and optimization on life satisfaction did not vary at different levels of change in leisure
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behavior in physical or intellectual contexts. Table 5.16 presents the significance tests of the effects.
The interaction effects are further examined to calculate the simple slopes which describe the effect
of SOC on life satisfaction when participation is reduced, maintained, and increased.
Table 5.16 RQD1: SOC and Leisure Behavior Change Interaction, Significance Test
Interaction terms
Physical*Elective selection
Physical*Loss-based selection
Physical*Optimization
Physical*Compensation

Significance Test (t)
-.12 (n.s.)
-1.15 (n.s.)
-.59 (n.s.)
-.74 (n.s.)

Intellectual*Elective selection
Intellectual*Loss-based selection
Intellectual*Optimization
Intellectual*Compensation

-1.09 (n.s.)
-.26 (n.s.)
-.47 (n.s.)
.47 (n.s.)

Social*Elective selection
-2.21*
Social*Loss-based selection
-1.44 (n.s.)
Social*Optimization
-.62 (n.s.)
Social*Compensation(a)
-1.96(a)
Note: *Significant at α=0.05, **Significant at α=.01, n.s.=Not significant p>.05 (social,
physical, intellectual: 1=reduced a lot, 2=reduced a little, 3=about the same,
4=increased a little, 5=increased a lot)
(a) p=.05, just significant, thus this interaction was still further analyzed.

The Effect of Compensation on Life Satisfaction at Different Levels of Leisure Behavior Change in Social Context
From the coefficient values, I wrote the equation for the regression model: Ỳ = (2.80)*Social
+ (2.02)*Compensation + (.68)*Social*Compensation + (156.38). Then, I rearranged the equation to
calculate the simple slopes: Ỳ (rearranged) = (2.02 + .68*Social)*Compensation + (2.80)*Social + (156.38).
For the average = 0, low = -1.98, and high = 1.198 values of leisure behavior change in social
context, where low and high values are ±1 standard deviation above and below the mean (Std. Dev =
1.20), I calculated the simple slopes by substituting the values for “Social” in the rearranged equation.
From the unstandardized coefficients and coefficient correlations, the standard error was computed
at low, average, and high values of behavior change. The following equation, where X and Z are the
independent variables and XZ is the interaction variable, was used for the calculation. Table 5.17
presents the results, the first bracket gives the slope, and the second bracket gives the intercept.
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Figure 5.2 illustrates the interaction effect.
Std. Error:

(Sdt.ErrorX )2 + 2 Z (Cov.between X & XZ )+ Z 2 (Std .ErrorXZ )2

Table 5.17. Interaction between Compensation and Leisure Behavior Change in Social Context:
Simple Slopes
Change in Participation
t-test
Regression Equation
Std. Error
“Social Activities”
(B / std. Error)
Reduced (-1.98)
ỳ = (.68)*Compensation + (150.83)
.85
.79 (n.s.)
Maintained (0)
ỳ = (2.02)*Compensation + (156.38)
.45
4.49**
Increased (1.98)
ỳ = (3.37)*Compensation + (161.93)
.81
4.15**
Note: **Significant at α = .01, n.s.=Not significant, p>.05
ỳ = Life satisfaction (social, physical, intellectual: 1=reduced a lot, 2=reduced a little, 3=about the same,
4=increased a little, 5=increased a lot)
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Life Satisfaction

170
165

Increased Participation
(Social)

160

Maintained Participation
(Social)

155
150

Reduced Participation
(Social)

145
140
135

Low

High

Compensation

Figure 5.1 Presentation of the Effect of Compensation on Life Satisfaction at Different Levels of
Change in Participation in Social Activities
Note: Mean level of compensation is named “Maintained”, 1 standard deviation above the mean is named
“Increased”, and 1 standard deviation below the mean is named “Reduced”

The test of simple effects revealed that when there is low level of engagement in
compensation efforts, high, low, or average levels of engagement in social context do not contribute
to life satisfaction. However, the effect of using compensation strategies on life satisfaction is
stronger when participation to social pursuits is maintained or increased. When there is an increase in

87

participation, engagement in compensation efforts positively contributes to life satisfaction (Table
5.17: B(Maintained)=2.02 units, B(Increased)=3.37 units). The influence of compensation on life
satisfaction where participation was reduced was still positive; however, the effect size was small and
was not significant (p>.05).
The Effect of Elective Selection on Life Satisfaction at Different Levels of Leisure Behavior Change in Social Context
From the coefficient values, I wrote the equation for the regression model of moderator
compensation: Ỳ = (2.72) * Social + (.91) * ElectiveSelection + (.95) Social * ElectiveSelection + (156.47).
Then, I rearranged the equation to calculate the simple slopes: Ỳ (rearranged) = (.91 + .95 * Social) *
ElectiveSelection +(2.72) * Social + (156.47). For the average = 0, low = -1.98, and high = 1.98 values of
“Social”, where low and high values were ±1 standard deviation above and below the mean (Std.
Dev = 1.98), simple slopes were calculated by substituting the values for “Social” in the rearranged
equation. Again, standard errors were calculated for each slope to test the significance. Table 5.18
presents the results, the first bracket gives the slope, the second gives the intercept and Figure 5.2
presents the interaction effects.
Table 5.18 Interaction between Elective Selection and Leisure Behavior Change in Social Context:
Simple Slopes
Change in Participation
t-test
Regression Equation
Std. Error
“Social Activities”
(B / Std. Error)
Reduced (-1.98)
ỳ = (-.97) * ElectiveSelection + (151.08)
1.38
-.70 (n.s.)
Maintained (0)
ỳ = (.91) * ElectiveSelection + (156.47)
.55
1.65 (n.s.)
Increased (1.98)
ỳ = (2.79) * ElectiveSelection + (161.85)
1.42
1.96*
Note: *significant at α = .05, n.s.=Not significant, p>.05
ỳ = Life satisfaction; (social, physical, intellectual: 1=reduced a lot, 2=reduced a little, 3=about the same,
4=increased a little, 5=increased a lot)
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Figure 5.2 Presentation of the Effect of Elective Selection on Life Satisfaction at Different Levels of
Change in Participation in Social Activities
Note: Increased (1 standard deviation above the mean); Reduced (1 standard deviation below the mean) and
Maintained (mean level)

The results show that the slope of elective selection is not equal to 0 in cases of high and
average values of change in leisure behavior, but equals 0 at low and average values, meaning that life
satisfaction depends on elective selection when participation in social activities increased. In other
words, when respondents report that they increased participation (a little or a lot) in social context,
elective selection becomes a significant contributor to their satisfaction with life. Unexpectedly, selfreported level of engagement in elective selection strategies of life management had a negative impact
on life satisfaction when there was a reduction in participation (reduced a little, a lot, or stopped
doing them); however, this relationship was not significant.
The Moderating Effect of Change in Leisure Behavior on the Relationship between SOC and Leisure Satisfaction
Is there an interrelationship among SOC process, change in leisure behavior, and leisure
satisfaction? Leisure behavior change was measured in three contexts (i.e. physical, social, and
intellectual) and there were four components of SOC (i.e. elective selection, loss-based selection,
optimization, and compensation). Using SPSS REGRESSION, I tested the following model: Leisure
Satisfaction = SOC + Leisure Behavior Change + SOC * Leisure Behavior Change. I tested the interaction
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between leisure behavior change and engagement in elective selection, loss-based selection,
optimization, and compensation. The results (Table 5.19) presented evidence for two significant
interaction effects: the effect of elective selection on leisure satisfaction varied at different levels of
leisure behavior change in social (t=-2.46, p=.02) and intellectual contexts (t=-2.35, p=.02).
Table 5.19. RQD2: SOC and Leisure Behavior Change Interaction, Significance Test
Interaction terms
Physical * Elective selection
Physical * Loss-based selection
Physical * Optimization
Physical * Compensation

Significance Test (t)
-1.13 (n.s.)
-.67 (n.s.)
-.76 (n.s.)
-.32 (n.s.)

Intellectual * Elective selection
Intellectual *Loss-based selection
Intellectual * Optimization
Intellectual * Compensation

-2.35*
-.78 (n.s.)
-.90 (n.s.)
-.34 (n.s.)

Social * Elective selection
-2.43**
Social * Loss-based selection
-.03 (n.s.)
Social * Optimization
.10 (n.s.)
Social * Compensation
-.23 (n.s.)
Note: n.s.= Not Significant, p>.05, *Significant at α=0.05, **Significant at α=.01
(social, physical, intellectual: 1=reduced a lot, 2=reduced a little, 3=about the same,
4=increased a little, 5=increased a lot),

The interaction effects are further examined to calculate the simple slopes which describe the effect
of SOC on leisure satisfaction when participation reduced, maintained or increased.
The Effect of Elective Selection on Leisure Satisfaction at different levels of Leisure Behavior Change in Social Context
From the coefficient values, I wrote the equation for the regression model: Ỳ = (2.35) *
Social + (.53) * Elective Selection + (.72) Social * Elective Selection + (95.217). Then, I rearranged the
equation to calculate the simple slopes: Ỳ (rearranged) = (.53 + .72 * Social) * Elective Selection + (2.35) *
Social + (95.22). For the average = 0, low = -1.98, and high = 1.98 values of “Social”, where low and
high values are ±1 standard deviation above and below the mean (mean = 0, std. dev = 1.98), I
calculated the simple slopes by substituting the values for “Social” in the rearranged equation. Table
5.20 presents the results, the first bracket gives the slope, the second gives the intercept.
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Table 5.20. Interaction between Elective Selection and Leisure Behavior Change in Social Context:
Simple Slopes
Change in Participation
Regression Equation
“Social Activities”
Reduced (-1.98)
ỳ = (-.90) * ElectiveSelection + (90.55)
Maintained (0)
ỳ = (.54) * ElectiveSelection + (95.22)
Increased (1.98)
ỳ = (1.95) * ElectiveSelection + (99.87)
Note: **Significant at α = .01, n.s.=Not significant, p>.05

Std.
Error
.67
.38
.72

t-test
(B / std. Error)
1.35 (n.s.)
1.42 (n.s.)
2.71**

The results show that the slope of “elective selection” is not equal to 0 in case of high values of
change in leisure behavior in social context, but equals to 0 when participation was reduced or
maintained. This result indicates that when engagement in elective selection is low, increasing,
maintaining or reducing participation in social activities does not matter for leisure satisfaction.
However, higher engagement in elective selection also does not mater for leisure satisfaction if
participation in social activities reduced or maintained. This interaction means that leisure satisfaction
is higher only when electively selection of goals (high elective selection) is accompanied with
increased participation in social activities.

Leisure Satisfaction

110
105
Increased Participation
(Social)

100
95

Maintained Participation
(Social)

90

Reduced Participation
(Social)

85
80

Low

Elective Selection

High

Figure 5.3 Presentation of the Effect of Elective Selection on Leisure Satisfaction at Low, Average,
and High Values of Leisure Behavior Change in Social Context
Note: Increased (1 standard deviation above the mean); Reduced (1 standard deviation below the mean) and
Maintained (mean level)
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The Effect of Elective Selection on Leisure Satisfaction at Different Levels of Leisure Behavior Change in Intellectual
Context
From the coefficient values, I wrote the equation for the regression model of moderator: Ỳ
= (2.52) * Intellectual + (.37) * ElectiveSelection + (.67) * Intellectual * ElectiveSelection + (94.98). Then, I
rearranged this equation to calculate the simple slopes: Ỳ (rearranged) = (.37 + .67 * Intellectual) *
ElectiveSelection + (2.52) * Intellectual + (94.99). For the average = 0, low = -1.23, and high = 1.23
values of “Intellectual”, where low and high values are ±1 standard deviation (std. Deviation = 1.23)
above and below the mean, I calculated the simple slopes by substituting the values for “Intellectual”
in the rearranged equation. Table 5.21 presents the results, the first bracket gives the slope, the
second gives the intercept.
Table 5.21 Interaction between Elective Selection and Leisure Behavior Change in Intellectual
Context: Simple Slopes
Change in Participation
Regression Equation
“Intellectual Activities”
Reduced (-1.23)
ỳ = (-.45) * ElectiveSelection + (91.87)
Maintained (0)
ỳ = (.37) * ElectiveSelection + (94.99)
Increased (1.23)
ỳ = (1.20) * ElectiveSelection + (98.10)
Note: n.s.=Not significant, p>.05, **significant at α = .01
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Std. Error
.50
.37
.52

t-test
(B / std. Error)
.54 (n.s.)
1.01 (n.s.)
2.30**

Leisure Satisfaction

102
100
98

Increased Participation
(Intellectual)

96
94

Maintained Participation
(Intellectual)

92
90

Reduced Participation
(Intellectual)

88
86
84
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Figure 5.4 Presentation of the Effect of Elective Selection on Leisure Satisfaction at Different Levels
of Change in Participation in Intellectual Activities
Note: Increased (1 standard deviation above the mean); Reduced (1 standard deviation below the mean) and
Maintained (mean level)

The results showed that the slope of leisure behavior change in intellectual context was not
equal to zero in cases of high values, but equals zero at low and average values of change in leisure
behavior, meaning that leisure satisfaction is dependent on elective selection at high values of change
in leisure behavior in intellectual context. This result indicates that, at low levels of engagement in
elective selection strategies, change in participation in intellectual activities (increase, maintenance, or
reduction) do not significantly effect leisure satisfaction. Whereas, when increased participation is
accompanied with elective selection of goals that are pursued, satisfaction with leisure is enhanced.
Controlling for the rival predictors: Change in Leisure Behavior as a Moderator
Thus far, I have identified four significant moderator models. To examine potential resource
dependency of SOC, I performed four series of hierarchical regression analyses.
1. Life Satisfaction and the interaction between elective selection and leisure behavior change in
social context: For the prediction of life satisfaction, first I entered “Education, Health, and Income”
(variables that are significantly correlated to life satisfaction, p<.05) as the predictors into the model.
Second, elective selection and change in leisure behavior in social context was entered into the
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model. Finally, to assess the potential resource dependency of elective selection, an elective
selection*social interaction term was also entered into the model in Step 3 to examine how the
relationship of being electively selective and change in leisure behavior in social context might vary
by education level, self-reported general health status, and income level. As Table 5.22 shows,
elective-selection*social interaction entered at the last step was not significant, indicating that the
relationship between elective-selection and life satisfaction does not vary by change in leisure
behavior in social context (p>.05). Thus this moderator model was not supported.
Table 5.22. Life Satisfaction and Interaction between Elective Selection and Change in Leisure
Behavior in Social Context: Controlling for Rival Predictors
Education
Health
Income
Elective Selection
Change in Leisure Behavior in Social Context
Elective-selection * Change in Leisure Behavior in Social Context
∆R2
∆F
Note: **p<.01, *p<.05, n.s.=Not significant

2.

Step I
.04(n.s.)
.42**
2.72**
.26
24.59**

Step II
.04(n.s.)
.39**
.19**
.10(n.s.)
.16**
.04
5.14**

Step III
.04(n.s.)
.38**
.19**
.11(n.s.)
.15**
.10(n.s.)
.01
2.68(n.s.)

Life Satisfaction and the Interaction between Compensation and Change in Leisure Behavior

in Social Context: Similar to the previous analysis, for the prediction of life satisfaction, first I entered
“Education, Health, and Income” (variables that are significantly correlated to life satisfaction,
p<.05) as the predictors into the model. Second, compensation and change in leisure behavior in
social context was entered into the model. Finally, to assess the potential resource dependency of
compensation, a compensation*social interaction term was also entered into the model in Step 3 to
examine how the relationship of compensating for losses and change in leisure behavior in social
context might vary by education, health status, and income. As Table 5.23 shows, compensation*social
interaction entered at the last step was significant, indicating that the relationship between
compensation and life satisfaction does vary by change in leisure behavior in social context (p>.05).
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Thus this moderator model found support; the effect does not depend on income, health status, or
education level of the participants.
Table 5.23 Life Satisfaction and Interaction between Compensation and Change in Leisure Behavior
in Social Context: Controlling for Rival Predictors
Education
Health
Income
Compensation
Change in Leisure Behavior in Social Context
Compensation * Change in Leisure Behavior in Social Context
∆R2
∆F
Note: **p<.01, *p<.05, n.s.=Not significant

3.

Step I
.41**
.04
.18**
.26
24.59**

Step II
.37**
.06
.16*
.14**
.15**
.04
6.56**

Step III
.37**
.06
.16*
.13*
.15**
.13.*
.02
4.81*

Leisure Satisfaction and the Interaction between Elective Selection and Change in Leisure

Behavior in Intellectual Context: For the prediction of leisure satisfaction, first I entered “Education
and Health” (variables that are significantly correlated to leisure satisfaction, p<.05) as the predictors
into the model. Second, elective selection and change in leisure behavior in intellectual context was
entered into the model. Finally, to assess the potential resource dependency of elective selection, an
elective-selection*intellectual interaction term was also entered into the model in Step 3 to examine how
the relationship of being electively-selective and change in leisure behavior in intellectual context
might vary by education and health status. As Table 5.24 shows, elective-selection*Intellectual interaction
entered at the last step was significant, indicating that the relationship between elective selection and
life satisfaction does not vary by change in leisure behavior in intellectual context (p>.05). Thus this
moderator model was not supported.
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Table 5.24 Leisure Satisfaction and Interaction between Elective Selection and Change in Leisure
Behavior in Intellectual Context: Controlling for Rival Predictors
Education
Health
Change in Leisure Behavior in Intellectual Context
Elective Selection
Elective Selection * Change in Leisure Behavior in Intellectual
Context
∆R2
∆F

4.

Step I
.11 (n.s.)
.29*
-

Step II
.09 (n.s.)
.26*
.18**
.08 (n.s.)
-

Step III
.10 (n.s.)
.24*
.17**
.07 (n.s.)
.10 (n.s.)

.11
14.28**

.04
5.19**

.01
2.73 (n.s.)

Leisure satisfaction and the interaction between elective selection and change in leisure

behavior in social context: For the prediction of leisure satisfaction, first I entered “Education and
Health” (variables that are significantly correlated to leisure satisfaction, p<.05) as the predictors into
the model. Second, elective selection and change in leisure behavior in social context was entered
into the model. Finally, to assess the potential resource dependency of elective selection, an electiveselection*social interaction term was also entered into the model in Step 3 to examine how the
relationship of being electively-selective and change in leisure behavior in social context might vary
by education and health status. As Table 5.25 shows, elective-selection*social interaction entered at the
last step was significant, indicating that the relationship between elective selection and leisure
satisfaction does vary by change in leisure behavior in social context (p>.05). Thus this moderator
model was supported.
Table 5.25. Leisure Satisfaction and Interaction between Elective Selection and Change in Leisure
Behavior in Social Context: Controlling for Rival Predictors
Education
Health
Change in Leisure Behavior in Social Context
Elective Selection
Elective Selection * Change in Leisure Behavior in Social Context
∆R2
∆F
Note: **p<.01, *p<.05, n.s.=Not significant
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Step I
.11 (n.s.)
.28**
.11
13.42**

Step II
.12*
.26**
.08 (n.s.)
.20**
.05
6.36**

Step III
.26*
.24**
.08 (n.s.)
.19*
.13*
.02
4.73*

RQE: Do Enhancement Outcomes Mediate the Relationship between Leisure Behavior Change and
Satisfaction with Leisure Activities and Life?
As previous analysis showed, leisure enhancement outcomes had no impact on life and
leisure satisfaction. In addition, the effect of change in leisure behavior in three contexts on
satisfaction with life and leisure was small, and only the change in leisure behavior in intellectual
context had a positive and significant relation to leisure and life satisfaction. Mediation analysis
requires mediator and the predictor variables to be at least moderately related to the dependent
variables (Baron and Kenny, 1986); thus the mediation effect of enhancement outcomes on the
relationship between change in leisure behavior and satisfaction with leisure activities and life was not
tested. However, to check for potential impacts of enhancement outcomes on life satisfaction for the
participants who reduced or maintained/increased participation I conducted three sets of analyses:
Being Constrained or not as the Predictor of Satisfaction with Life and Leisure Activities
The constraints to leisure literature suggests that non-participation or reduced participation
indicates the possibility of being constrained. I coded the participants as “Constrained” and “Notconstrained” according to the change in their leisure behavior in response to constraints. The
participants who reduced participation in at least one context of leisure were coded as “Constrained”
and the participants who maintained participation level and/or increase in at least one context of
leisure were coded as “Not-Constrained”. I run GLM UNIVARITA to test whether two groups of
people differed in terms of satisfaction with life and leisure by using SPSS. The results (Table 5.26)
showed that non-constrained group of people were more satisfied with life and leisure compared to
people who are constrained participation to leisure activities.
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Table 5.26. Comparison of Life and Leisure Satisfaction across Two Groups: Constrained and Notconstrained
Groups of Participants in terms of Overall
Change in Leisure Behavior
DV=Life satisfaction
F=10.91 p=.001** h2=.04 R2=.04
Not-constrained (N=86)
Constrained (N=154)
DV=Leisure Satisfaction
F=5.71 p=.01** h2=.02 R2=.02
Not-constrained (N=86)
Constrained (N=154)
Note: **Significant at a=.01

Means (Std. Error)

161.77 (2.08)
153.17 (1.56)

97.89 (1.48)
93.48 (1.11)

Relationship between Enhancement Outcomes, Life Satisfaction, and Being Constrained or not
First, to check for potential positive impacts of constraints on leisure or life satisfaction in
bivariate association, I tested the following model using SPSS UNIANOVA: Leisure Satisfaction =
EnhancementOutcomes + Reduction + EnhancementOutcomes * Reduction. I tested the interaction between
being constrained or not and subcategories of enhancement outcomes: attention to other activities,
attention to close relationships, discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills, change in attitude
towards leisure. The model yielded a significant interaction at the .05 level, indicating that the
bivariate association differed between constrained and not-constrained groups (Table 5.27). Table
5.27 also shows the results of analyses conducted separately in both groups of participants
(constrained and not-constrained).

98

Table 5.27. Predicting Self-Reported Benefits of Constraints in the Subsamples of Constrained and
Not-constrained Participants: Results of Univariate Analysis
Predictors and Significance Test for the Models

Significance Test for Main and
Interaction Effects: F(1,249)

F(3,239)=6.14** p<.001 R2=.07
Increased attention to other activities
5.83**
Reduction
11.15**
Increased attention to other activities * Reduction
1.42(n.s.)
Model B F(1,239)=5.49** p<.001 R2=.07
Increased attention to close relationships
4.54*
Reduction
11.07**
Increased attention to close relationships * Reduction
.36(n.s.)
Model C F(1,240)=6.35** p<.001 R2=.08
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills
7.65**
Reduction
11.18**
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills * Reduction
.64(n.s.)
Model D F(1,240)=6.87** p<.001 R2=.08
Change in attitude towards leisure
9.32**
Reduction
11.25**
Change in attitude towards leisure * Reduction
.04(n.s.)
Note: DV=Life Satisfaction, n.s.= Not Significant, p>.05, *Significant at α=0.05, **Significant at α=.01 (social,
physical, intellectual: 1=reduced a lot, 2=reduced a little, 3=about the same, 4=increased a little, 5=increased a
lot), NNot-Constrained =86, NConstrained=154
Model A

According to the results, the effect of enhancement outcomes (increased attention to other
activities, increased attention to close relationships, change in attitude toward leisure, discovery of
new capacity and acquisition of skills) on life satisfaction did not vary by being constrained or not.
Relationship between Enhancement Outcomes, Leisure Satisfaction and Being Constrained or not
To check for potential positive impacts of constraints on leisure or life satisfaction in
bivariate association, I tested the following model using SPSS UNIANOVA: Life Satisfaction =
Enhancement Outcomes + Reduction + Enhancement Outcomes * Reduction. I tested the interaction between
being constrained or not and subcategories of enhancement outcomes: attention to other activities,
attention to close relationships, discovery of un-attended capacity and acquisition of new skills,
change in attitude towards leisure. The model yielded a significant interaction at the .05 level,
indicating that the bivariate association differed between constrained and not-constrained groups
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(Table 5.28). Table 5.28 also shows the results of analyses conducted separately in both groups of
participants (constrained and not-constrained).
Table 5.28. Predicting Self-Reported Benefits of Constraints in the Subsamples of Constrained and
Not-constrained Participants: Results of Univariate Analysis
Predictors and Significance Test for the Models

Significance Test for Main and
Interaction Effects: F(1,240)

F(3,239)=5.57** p<.001 R2=.07
Increased attention to other activities
10.48**
Reduction
5.93**
Increased attention to other activities * Reduction
.30(n.s.)
Model F F(1,239)=5.50** p<.001 R2=.07
Increased attention to close relationships
9.77**
Reduction
5.92**
Increased attention to close relationships * Reduction
.82(n.s.)
Model G F(1,239)=6.44** p<.001 R2=.07
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills
13.32**
Reduction
5.99**
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills * Reduction
.90(n.s.)
Model H F(1,239)=6.60** p<.001 R2=.08
Change in attitude towards leisure
13.79**
Reduction
6.00**
Change in attitude towards leisure * Reduction
.00(n.s.)
Note: DV=Leisure Satisfaction, n.s.= Not Significant, p>.05, *Significant at α=0.05, **Significant at α=.01
(social, physical, intellectual: 1=reduced a lot, 2=reduced a little, 3=about the same, 4=increased a little,
5=increased a lot), NNot-Constrained =86, NConstrained=154
Model E

The results show that increased attention to other activities, increased attention to close relationships,
change in attitude toward leisure, discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills positively relate
to leisure satisfaction (p<.05) and this relation did not vary by being constrained or not.
To sum up, the findings of these three sets of analyses indicate that people who maintain or
increase participation in activities in response to life events are more satisfied with leisure and life
compared to people who reduce participation in one or more leisure contexts. However, finding
different benefits in significant life events significantly relate to life and leisure satisfaction and this
relation does not depend on being constrained or not.
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RQF: Do People Who Reduced Participation and Found Benefits and People Who Did Not Reduce
Participation and Did Not Find Benefits Differ in terms of Satisfaction with Leisure and Life?
In order to explore this research question I conducted two sets of analyses: Cluster analysis
and ANOVA.
Cluster Analytic Exploration of SOC and Benefits of Constraints
I applied cluster analysis to identify potentially differential patterns of within person leisure
enhancement – selective optimization with compensation configuration (Milligan & Cooper, 1987)
and to understand whether participants who found opportunities as a result of significant life events
were also engaging in the SOC strategies. Since both of the variables, SOC and enhancement
outcomes, were continuous cluster analysis was preferred to median-split procedure which has
several weakness such as loss of power and possible distortion in true relationships (Irwin &
McClelland, 2003; McClelland & Judd, 1993). I used hierarchical cluster analysis to determine the
number of clusters by using two statistical software packages, SPSS and SAS.
Using Wards method of clustering and squared Euclidian distance (Milligan & Cooper,
1985), I conducted hierarchical cluster analysis on the eight enhancement outcomes and selective
optimization compensation subscales using SAS CLUSTER and SPSS CLUSTER. The eight
variables were standardized to z scores. Standardization resulted in all the variables being on the
same scale and being equally weighted. Using both of these statistical packages provided advantage of
several criteria in determining the cluster numbers. For each case, the cluster to which the case is
assigned for 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 cluster solution was printed. The dendograms in SPSS and SAS, and
pseudo F and pseudo t2 in SAS were screened to identify the number of clusters. The obtained
criteria supported the solution with two clusters. Table 5.29 gives an overview of the clusters.
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Table 5.29. Hierarchical Cluster analyses of the Selective Optimization with Compensation and
Enhancement Outcomes Scales
Criteria for Determination of Cluster Solutions
Cluster
Solutions
6
5
4
3
2
1

Variance Explained

Pseudo
F(a)

Pseudo
t2 (b)

Semipartial
R2 (c)

R2 (d)

61.50
66.20
74.10
87
130
.

14.70
19
26.90
31
28.30
130

.02
.03
.04
.06
.07
.34

.56
.52
.48
.41
.34
.00

(a) Stopping rule 1: Find largest value (SAS Institute Inc., 1999)
(b) Stopping rule 2: .Find value that is markedly larger than the previous value down the column and move
back up by one solution (SAS Institute Inc., 1999)
(c) Decrease in the proportion of variance accounted for by this step
(d) How much variance accounted for by the cluster

The two clusters included n= 168 n= 76 cases. Using SPSS MULTIVARIATE (multivariate
analysis), I tested the main effect for cluster on the eight subscales (clustering variables). The results
yielded a significant main effect for cluster (Wilks’ Lambda (F (8,24) = p<.01, r2=.66). Table 5.30
presents the results of the Univariate follow-up analysis: ANOVAs and Pairwise comparison using
t-tests. According to the results (Table 5.30), cluster I engaged more in loss-based selection,
optimization, and compensation forms of life-management strategies than cluster II (p<.01). Cluster
I and cluster II did not differ significantly in terms of engagement in elective-selection strategy
(p>.05). The results also showed that cluster I reported more benefits of constraints (i.e.
enhancement outcomes) than cluster II. Thus, these results indicate that cluster I found more leisure
benefits as a result of life events, and engaged more in SOC strategies (except for elective selection)
compared to cluster II.
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Table 5.30. Clustering Variables Profile: Cluster size, Means and Standard Errors, Tests of
Differences between Cluster Means
Clustering Variables

(n)

M (SE)

Univariate F, Significance Test, and
Effect Sizes

A. Selective Optimization with Compensation
1) Elective Selection
Cluster I
168
2.49 (.16)
F(1,238) = 1.75 p=.19 (n.s.)
Cluster II
76
2.10 (.23)
h2=.01
2) Loss-based Selection
Cluster I
168
3.65 (.16)
F(1,238) = 7.96 p=.01**
Cluster II
76
2.83 (.24)
h2=.03
3) Optimization
Cluster I
168
4.95 (.19)
F(1,238)=6.10 p=.01**
Cluster II
76
4.07 (.29)
h2=.02
4) Compensation
Cluster I
168
3.68 (.20)
F(1,238)=16.50 p=.00**
Cluster II
76
2.21 (.29)
h2=.06
B. Enhancement Outcomes
1) Increased attention to alternative activities
Cluster I
168
13.86 (.21)
F(1,238)=220.98 p=.00**
Cluster II
76
8.06 (.32)
h2=.48
2) Increased attention to family and close friends
Cluster I
168
13.85 (.23)
F(1,238)=220.69 p=.00**
Cluster II
76
7.65 (.34)
h2=.48
3) Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills
Cluster I
168
13.22 (.21)
F(1,238)=218.80 p=.00**
Cluster II
76
7.65 (.31)
h2=.47
4) Change in attitude towards leisure
Cluster I
168
18.20 (.27)
F(1,238)=151.97 p=.00**
Cluster II
76
12.12 (.40)
h2=.39
Note: Box’s M Test (F(36, 77676) = 1.74 p=.004) indicates violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variancecovariance matrices (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996)

The two clusters present similar patterns of mean differences across all three SOC and four
enhancement outcomes subscales; thus, their configuration on the SOC and enhancement outcomes
aggregated scores describe the clusters (see Figure 5.5 and Table 5.30). Overall, participants in
cluster I reported comparatively high levels of loss-based selection, optimization and compensation;
however, the data show that engagement in SOC is relatively low across the clusters. Participants in
cluster I reported the most enhancement outcomes: attention to other activities and close relations,
discovery of new capacity and acquition of new skills, and attitude change towards leisure.
Participants in cluster II tended to report comparatively low levels of enhancement outcomes.
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Ward Method
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Enhancement Outcomes - Composite
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Figure 5.5. SOC by Enhancement Outcomes Scatterplot: Visualizing the Cluster Membership
The two clusters were also compared on SOC and Enhancement Outcomes scores (i.e.
overall score). The results, presented in Table 5.31, show that cluster I compared to cluster II
engaged more in SOC and found more benefits of constraints.
Table 5.31. Clustering Profiles on the SOC and Enhancement Outcomes Composite Scores
(n)
M (SE)
Univariate F
SOC Composite Score
Cluster I
168
14.75 (.49)
F(1,238)=16.53 p=.00 h2 =.06
Cluster II
76
11.23 (.66)
Enhancement Outcomes Composite Score
Cluster I
168
59.10 (.61)
F(1,238)=375.95 p=.00 h2=.61
Cluster II
76
35.50 (1.20)
Note: Wilk’s Lambda= F(2,241)=203.86, h2=.68, p=.00; (Box’s M Test: F(3, 467289.30) = 3.53, p=.01)

Adaptation and Subjective Well-being
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I compared cluster I and cluster II on satisfaction with leisure activities and life satisfaction, using
REGRESSION UNIVARIATE. The results, presented in Table 5.32, show that cluster I had higher
satisfaction with life and leisure activities compared to cluster II.
Table 5.32. Comparison of Two Clusters on Satisfaction with Life and Leisure Activities
(n)
M (SE)
Univariate F
Life Satisfaction
Cluster I
168
158.61 (1.51)
F(1,238)=6.86 p=.01, h2=.03
Cluster II
76
151.50 (2.25)
Leisure Satisfaction
Cluster I
168
96.74 (1.05)
F(1,238)=7.23 p=.01, h2=.03
Cluster II
76
91.68 (1.56)
Note: Wilk’s Lambda= F(2,241) =4.57, h2=.04, p=.012
(Box’s M Test: F(3, 467289.3) = 1.08, p = .36)

Table 5.33 presents the Socio-demographic characteristics of the participants in cluster I and cluster
II. As the table presents both clusters have similar characteristics, and the proportions were equally
distributed.
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Table 5.33. Socio-demographic Profile of the Participants across Two Clusters
Cluster I
(n)
(%)

Cluster II
(n)
(%)

Event
Decrease in physical energy
37
22
19
25
Death of a loved one
24
14
13
17
Others (e.g. divorce)
24
14
5
7
Illness
22
13
11
14
Retirement
19
11
3
4
New or increased care giving responsibility
18
11
13
17
Decrease in financial resources
16
10
8
11
Decrease in mental abilities
7
4
2
3
Harden to live in my house / neighborhood
1
1
2
3
Gender
Female
116
72
51
70
Male
45
28
22
30
Marital Status
Married and living together
118
73
51
70
Widowed
25
16
15
21
Divorced
11
7
5
7
Single (never married)
7
4
2
2
Education
High school
22
14
9
12
Technical school or vocational college
6
4
3
4
Some college
24
15
17
23
4 year college
34
21
18
25
Graduate school or similar
74
46
26
36
Income
Less than $20,000
18
12
6
9
$20,000 to $39,000
35
24
11
16
$40,000 to $59,000
21
14
16
24
$60,000 to $79,000
26
18
13
19
$80,000 to $99,000
12
8
15
22
$100,000 or more
35
24
7
10
Self-reported General Health Status
Poor
1
.06
1
1
Fair
11
7
10
14
Good
50
31
26
36
Very good
81
50
24
33
Excellent
18
11
11
15
Note: Ethnicity and Employment status were excluded since the majority of the respondents were
white and retired

Two by Two factorial comparison: Cluster (2 levels) by Reduction (2 levels)
I conducted REGRESSION analysis by using SPSS. First, a model with two categorical
predictors, cluster and reduction, and a dependent variable, life satisfaction or leisure satisfaction was
run. Then the interaction variable (reduction*cluster) was entered into the model. The results showed
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that the interaction was not significant (Table 5.34; F(2,236)=1.92, p=.15, h2=.02), thus no further
analysis was conducted. The results indicate that the effect of finding benefits and engaging in SOC
strategies on life and leisure satisfaction did not vary by being constrained or not. There was no
statistically significant difference between people who reduced participation and found benefits and
people who did not reduce participation and did not find benefits in terms of satisfaction with leisure
and life.
Table 5.34. Cluster by Reduction: Comparison of Satisfaction with Life and Leisure among Four

“REDUCTION” (2 levels)

Groups
“CLUSTER” (2 levels)
Cluster I (High SOC, High
Cluster II (Low SOC, Low
enhancement outcomes)
enhancement outcomes)
Not-constrained
(maintained/increased)

A
Mean Life Satisfaction=162.29
Mean Leisure Satisfaction=98.86

C
Mean Life Satisfaction =156.67
Mean Leisure Satisfaction=93.67

Constrained
(reduced/ceased)

B
Mean Life Satisfaction=155.13)
Mean Leisure Satisfaction=94.06

D
Mean Life Satisfaction=150.12
Mean Leisure Satisfaction=91.15

Note: Corrected model F(3, 236)=4.95, p=.002, h2=.06, R2=.06; Interaction variable F(2,236)=1.92, p=.15, h2=.02

Summary of the Chapter
The current chapter investigated the research questions listed in Chapter 1. A condensed
summary of the study’s major findings are displayed in table 5.35, on the next page. The basic idea
that engagement in SOC process would affect leisure and life satisfaction was supported.
Additionally, the relationship between leisure behavior change and leisure or life satisfaction was
modified by elective selection and compensation. The results also indicated that enhancement
outcomes positively correlated with satisfaction with life and leisure activities. A comprehensive
review and discussion of the findings is provided in Chapter 6.
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Table 5.35. Summary of Chapter 5
RQA:

How do enhancement outcomes relate to satisfaction with life and leisure?

HA1.1
HA1.2
HA1.3
HA1.4
HA2.1
HA2.2
HA2.3
HA2.4
RQB:
HB1.1
HB1.2
HB1.3
HB1.4
HB2.1
HB2.2
HB2.3
HB2.4
RQC:
HC1.1
HC1.2
HC1.3
HC2.1
HC2.2
HC2.3
RQD:

Increased attention to alternative activities relates to life satisfaction.
Increased attention to family or close friends relates to life satisfaction.
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills relates to life satisfaction.
Change in attention toward leisure relates to life satisfaction.
Increased attention to alternative activities relates to leisure satisfaction.
Increased attention to family or close friends relates to leisure satisfaction.
Discovery of new capacity and acquisition of skills relates to leisure satisfaction.
Change in attention toward leisure relates to leisure satisfaction.
How does engagement in SOC process relate to satisfaction with life and leisure?
Engagement in elective selection relates to life satisfaction.
Engagement in loss-based selection relates to life satisfaction.
Engagement in optimization relates to life satisfaction.
Engagement in compensation relates to life satisfaction.
Engagement in elective selection relates to leisure satisfaction.
Engagement in loss-based selection relates to leisure satisfaction.
Engagement in optimization relates to leisure satisfaction.
Engagement in compensation relates to leisure satisfaction.
How does change in leisure behavior relate to satisfaction with life and leisure?
Leisure behavior change in social context relates to life satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in intellectual context relates to life satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in physical context relates to life satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in social context relates to leisure satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in intellectual context relates to leisure satisfaction.
Leisure behavior change in physical context relates to leisure satisfaction.
Does the effect of SOC on satisfaction with life and leisure vary at low, average,
and high values of change in leisure behavior?
HD1.1 The effect of elective selection on life satisfaction varies at different levels of
change in leisure behavior.
HD1.2 The effect of loss-based selection on life satisfaction varies at different levels of
change in leisure behavior.
HD1.3 The effect of optimization selection on life satisfaction varies at low, average and
high values of change in leisure behavior.
HD1.4 The effect of compensation on life satisfaction varies at different levels of change
in leisure behavior.
HD2.1 The effect of elective selection on leisure satisfaction varies at different levels of
change in leisure behavior.
HD2.2 The effect of loss-based selection on leisure satisfaction varies at different levels of
change in leisure behavior.
HD2.3 The effect of optimization selection on leisure satisfaction varies at different levels
of change in leisure behavior.
HD2.4 The effect of compensation on leisure satisfaction varies at different levels of
change in leisure behavior.
RQE:
*Do enhancement outcomes mediate the relationship between change in leisure
behavior and satisfaction with leisure activities and life?
RQF:
Do people who reduced participation and found benefits and people who did
not reduce participation and did not find benefits differ in terms of SOC and
satisfaction with leisure and life?
Note: *This research question was not examined (See Chapter 5, RQE: for further explanation)
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Found
Support?
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No

No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No

CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This chapter involves four sections. The first section reviews the findings of this study. The
next section discusses the theoretical as well as practical implications in relation to the literature
review. The last section consists of limitations of the study and provides recommendations for future
research.
Review of the Findings
Research question A: How do enhancement outcomes relate to satisfaction with life and leisure?
The participants of this study were asked to report their feelings about the event that
brought the most changes to their lives. In particular, they were asked if they perceived negative life
events as opportunities. Namely, they were asked whether they thought that a negative life event was
an opportunity for them to focus on alternative activities and close relationships, to develop new
leisure skills or realize unattended capacity, or to change attitude towards leisure. The results of this
study showed that the regression model with four components of enhancement outcomes failed to
predict leisure and life satisfaction..
Research question B: How does engagement in SOC process relate to satisfaction with life and leisure?
This study examined how engagement in selection, compensation and optimization process
relates to leisure and life satisfaction, and whether there was an interrelationship among SOC, change
in leisure behavior, and leisure/life satisfaction. The results of this study showed that there was a
positive relation between SOC and satisfaction with leisure activities and life. In particular,
optimization and compensation components of life management strategies based on the SOC model
appeared to have significant positive main effects on leisure or life satisfaction. The significant
relationships did not change even after controlling for the rival predictors (i.e. education, health, or
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income), indicating that optimization and compensation have unique effects. Elective selection and
loss-based selection failed to predict leisure and life satisfaction.
Research question C: How does change in leisure behavior relate to satisfaction with life and leisure?
According to the analysis, the results show that change in leisure behavior only in intellectual
activities is positively related to leisure/life satisfaction. Overall, increase in participation in
intellectual pursuits was positively associated with leisure and life satisfaction. After controlling for
other potential predictors (self-reported general health status, income level, education level) the
relationship was still significant. The relationship between leisure behavior change in social or
physical context and satisfaction with leisure activities and life was not significant. Increased
participation in intellectual pursuits positively related to life and leisure satisfaction.
Research Question D: Does the effect of SOC on satisfaction with life and leisure vary at different levels of change in
leisure behavior?
According to the results, four significant interaction effects were identified. Electiveselection, which has no significant main effect on leisure or life satisfaction, was found to interact
with change in leisure behavior in social and intellectual contexts. Being electively selective had a
positive and significant effect on life satisfaction when participation in social activities was
maintained or increased. However, when participation reduced, elective selection had a negative
impact on life satisfaction, but this effect was not statistically significant. The interaction model was
not significant after controlling for income, education, and self-reported general health, indicating
that resources such as socio-demographic characteristics are better predictors of life satisfaction than
the interaction between elective selection and change in leisure behavior in social context.
Similarly, the effect of elective selection on leisure satisfaction also varied at different levels
of change in leisure behavior in social activities. When participation increased, elective selection
positively contributed to satisfaction with leisure activities. The effect of elective selection on leisure
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satisfaction when participation was maintained or reduced was not significant. However,
interestingly, at the reduced level of participation in social pursuits, elective selection was negatively
related to leisure satisfaction. This interaction model was significant even after controlling for
education level and self-reported general health status of the participants. This result indicates that
electively selecting goals that are most important for one is important for satisfaction only if this
behavior is accompanied with increased participation in social activities. In other words, neither
increased participation nor elective selection alone can explain satisfaction with leisure, but their
combination does.
When respondents reported that they increased engagement in intellectual leisure pursuits,
elective selection becomes a significant contributor to their satisfaction with leisure. Unexpectedly,
self-reported level of engagement in elective selection strategies of life management had a negative
impact on leisure satisfaction when participation was reduced; however, this relationship was not
significant. After controlling for self-reported general health status and education level of
participants, this moderation effect failed to predict leisure satisfaction.
Finally, the last model that found some support involved the moderation effect of change in
social leisure pursuits on the relationship between compensation strategy and life satisfaction. The
results showed that the effect of compensation on life satisfaction varied at different levels of change
in leisure behavior in social context; (just significant, α=.05). The results revealed that at low
compensation efforts, increasing, reducing or maintaining leisure pursuits in social context contribute
to life satisfaction equally. However, the effect of using compensation strategies on life satisfaction
becomes stronger when participation is maintained or increased in social pursuits. Compensation
means trying other ways to reach personal goals when things do not go as well they used to. The
results indicate that what makes a difference among different levels of change in leisure behavior
(maintained, reduced, increased) is the high engagement in compensation strategies: trying other
means to achieve what one set to do. The influence of compensation on life satisfaction where
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participation was reduced was still positive; however, the effect size was small and not significant
(p>.05). This moderation model stayed significant after controlling for self-reported general health
status, education level, and income level of the participants, meaning that even though these three
socio-demographic characteristics of people can predict life or leisure satisfaction, the dependent
relationship between maintained-increased participation and compensation does not change because
of education level, income level, or health status.
Research question E: Do enhancement outcomes mediate the relationship between leisure behavior change and
satisfaction with leisure activities and life?
Mediation analysis requires mediator and the predictor variables to be at least moderately
related to the dependent variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986). In this study, as the Pearson Correlations
and also previous analysis showed (research question A), leisure enhancement outcomes has low
correlations with life and leisure satisfaction, and even lower correlations with change in leisure
behavior. In addition, the effect of change in leisure behavior in three contexts on satisfaction with
life and leisure was small, and only the change in leisure behavior in intellectual context had a positive
and significant relation to leisure and life satisfaction. Thus the mediation effect of enhancement
outcomes on the relationship between change in leisure behavior and satisfaction with leisure
activities and life was not tested.
However, whether the relationship between enhancement outcomes and satisfaction with
life and leisure varied when participation is reduced or maintained and increased was tested. The
results showed that increasing attention to family or close friends, developing new skills or
discovering an unattended capacity, or changing attitude toward life or leisure positively relate to
satisfaction with both life and leisure (Appendix J) and this relationship did not depend on whether
people were constrained or not.
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Research question F: Do people who reduced participation and found benefits and people who did not reduce
participation and did not find benefits differ in terms of SOC and satisfaction with leisure and life?
This research question was explored through factor analytic comparison of four groups of
individuals (A, B, C, and D, see Table 5.33). The results showed that people who found benefits and
engaged moderately in SOC strategies were more satisfied with life and leisure compared to people
who did not find benefits and did not engage in SOC process. The group of people who maintained
or increased participation were more satisfied with life and leisure compared to those who were
constrained (reduced participation in at least one category of leisure activities). When these findings
were further analyzed the results showed that satisfaction with life and leisure did not differ across
groups of people (A, B, C, and D). The results indicate that there is no significant difference between
people who reduced participation and found benefits and people who did not reduce participation
and did not find benefits differ in terms of SOC and satisfaction with leisure and life.
Research Implications
Theoretical Implications
This study explored whether constraints catalyzed the selective optimization with
compensation process. In relation to this purpose, I investigated whether SOC related to life
satisfaction, satisfaction with leisure activities, change in leisure behavior, and enhancement
outcomes of constraints in leisure domain of life. The theoretical implications of this study can be
summarized in three groups. First, the findings of this study were consistent with the literature on
SOC. In this study there was an evidence for the positive influence of SOC on satisfaction with
leisure activities as well as life satisfaction; further this study confirmed the relationship between SOC
and another indicator of well-being: satisfaction with leisure activities. In addition, a significant
interaction was exhibited between SOC dimensions (elective selection and compensation) and
participation in social activities. After controlling for education level, income levels, or general health
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status, while high levels of engagement in compensation strategies had a positive influence on life
satisfaction when participation in social activities increased or maintained, being electively-selective
positively contributed to leisure satisfaction when participation increased in social activities.
Previous research tested the moderating effect of resources on the relationship between
SOC and exercise behavior, the results were not significant (Ziegelman & Lippke, 2007). In this
study, the moderating effect of participation on the relationship between SOC and satisfaction was
tested and was found to be significant. Both of these results may indicate that while SOC might
facilitate participation in activities (Ziegelman & Lippke, 2007), certain components of SOC
(compensation and elective selection) can contribute to life satisfaction only if these strategies are
accompanied with engagement not disengagement.
In this study being electively selective was about focusing always on the one most important
goal at a given time and committing oneself to just one or two important goals when one thinks
about what he or she wants in life. The negative relation may indicate that “elective selection” in life
is not an adaptive approach in terms of both life and leisure satisfaction when behavior is constrained
(reduced leisure participation in social and intellectual pursuits in this study). However, this
relationship was not significant, and the effect sizes were small. The research on SOC and older
adults show that elective selection is positively related with age. In this study there was a negative
relationship between elective selection and satisfaction with leisure activities for people who reduced
participation; however, this relationship was not significant. The combination of this finding with the
findings in the literature may be important; thus the interaction between leisure behavior and elective
selection needs further evaluation.
SOC is an orchestration of proactive life management strategies in which engagement in life
is the ultimate goal. The study’s findings suggest that dimensions of SOC may operate differently
when there are constraining situations. This study found that a positive contribution of elective
selection to leisure satisfaction appeared when participation in social pursuits increased and were
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maintained. Similarly, a positive contribution of compensation to life satisfaction appeared when
participation in social pursuits increased and maintained. People may have experienced a condition
forcing them to impose limitations in actions, and when there is a behavioral disengagement (as
illustrated in this study by reduced participation), being electively selective or compensating for losses
may not be an adaptive strategy. (Note: Elective selection was negatively related to leisure and life
satisfaction when participation in intellectual and social pursuits was reduced; however, the results
were not significant, p>.05, See Chapter 5). However, this issue needs further examination, since the
literature on the connection between SOC and leisure is limited.
Second, this study has significant theoretical findings in relation to the leisure constraints
literature. Study participants were asked if life events brought leisure opportunities. According to the
results, in response to various life events that required changes in various domains in life, some
participants reduced participation in leisure pursuits, others maintained or increased. Moreover,
finding opportunities was positively related to leisure and life satisfaction and this relation did not
vary by being constrained (reduced participation in at least one leisure context) or not (maintained
and/or increased participation).
The potential constraints (i.e. death of a spouse, illness, decrease in physical energy, decrease
in mental abilities, harder to live in my house/neighborhood, new or increased care-giving
responsibility, and decrease in financial resources) were selected from the life events that the studies
with older adults reported as negative, strenuous or constraining (limiting – prohibiting actions).
According to the cluster analytic exploration of the data, a majority of the participants who were
constrained were the people who engage in loss-based selection, optimization, and compensation
strategies, find leisure enhancement opportunities due to constraints, and have high satisfaction with
leisure and life. In this study, general life adaptation was examined in relation to a sense of change in
leisure participation. Therefore, this is a significant finding for the leisure constraints literature which
has not yet investigated leisure opportunities brought by constraints. In addition, this study revealed
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that people responded to life events differently by demonstrating that changes in leisure behaviors
varied. This study is significant; it was the first to examine McGuire et. al’s (2007) propositions about
the benefits of constraints in relation to SOC process.
With this study, empirical evidence for the usefulness of SOC strategies in leisure satisfaction
in older adults is presented. SOC does not imply any content or age group (Baltes & Carstensen,
1996); therefore, future research should consider testing SOC with other age groups. The SOC
represents a promising theoretical framework for research in the leisure domain of life, in particular
for research in leisure constraints. Application of the SOC scale in the leisure domain was
problematic as the participants of the pre-test reported; therefore, SOC in general life was measured
in this study. The SOC literature shows that SOC applied to family and work contexts provided
meaningful explanations (e.g. Wiese, Freund, & Baltes, 2000). Future research should attempt again
to apply the SOC scale in the leisure domain.
In summary, this study’s primary contribution to the field of leisure and recreation is
revealing the importance of SOC in the leisure domain by exploring change in leisure behavior in
three contexts: physical, social, and intellectual. In addition, this study reveals the critical role of
reduction combined with attenuation of other available opportunities in later life in response to
significant life events. Further, this study contributes to therapeutic recreation research by providing
a theoretical explanation for the relation between SOC and participation behavior in case of life
events Finally, this research demonstrates the possibility of integrating the SOC model with
constraints research in an effort to test the effect of constraints, either social or physical, on the
likelihood of catalization of the SOC process.
Practical Implications
This result has important practical implications. In this study, the results demonstrated that
engagement in life-management strategies (SOC), specifically optimization and compensation, to
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optimize resources and compensate for losses positively contributes to satisfaction with leisure
activities and life. In addition, the results of this study show that participation in social activities
contributes to life and leisure satisfaction when this behavior is supported with high levels of
compensation or elective selection efforts. Therapeutic recreation specialists can help older adults
build skills to compensate or electively select the most important goals and help them maintain or
increase participation in activities that are related with their goals. Voelkl and Buettner (2006) stated
that:
“Engaging in recreational activity is one of the most important steps older adults can take to
maintain physical, mental health, and quality of life. Researchers have proven that being
active can help reduce the risk of obesity, high blood pressure, diabetes, sleep problems,
osteoporosis, stroke, depression, and premature death” (p.15)
Studying how SOC is related to participation in other categories of leisure activities would inform
therapeutic recreation specialists about the best practices for maximizing gains and minimizing costs
while increasing participation in activities with expected benefits. Since there may be a group of
people who increase or maintain participation in activities to collect the benefits, however, their
satisfaction with leisure and life would be effected negatively if there is no engagement in
compensatory actions or elective selection of goals.
Similarly, Moore and Averill (2003) stated that acknowledging the biological (e.g. organ
systems), social (e.g. formal or informal social organizations), and psychological (e.g. memory,
attention, perception) mechanisms that enable certain types of recreational activities is important for
understanding recreational behavior. In addition, they argued that people differ in their capacities to
participate in activities; thus, they recommended focusing on biological, socio-cultural, or
psychological capacity rather than on constraint (e.g. why isn’t a person participating?).
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Their argument is related to a person’s evaluation of resource availability for an activity and
realization of the changes in enabling mechanisms.
In this study, the results also demonstrated that losses can have positive impacts on leisure.
Older adults found new leisure opportunities because of constraints. The participants reported that a
losses gave them opportunities such as spending more time and increasing involvement with family
or close friends, becoming closer with people they liked, seeing how well they can do other activities,
discovering leisure abilities that they did not know they had, seeing themselves learning new leisure
skills, finding joy in little things, relaxing without scheduling their time, starting meaningful leisure
activities that they wouldn’t have done otherwise, and enjoying time alone. Although it is
correlational (Appendix J), this is an important finding, since it requires thinking beyond available
personal capacity and the negative impact of constraints on participation and enjoyment. Losses such
as death of a spouse or illness require adaptation in life and were found to limit participation for
some people, but the same losses also brought new opportunities for others. Helping people see
these affordances are crucial for designing and implementing positive recreational experiences
(Mannell & Kleiber, 1997).
The positive outcomes of losses found in this study may indicate that because of life events
people develop new skills, learn new activities, and become closer with people that are important for
them. These changes might help them develop a new capacity in the long term. As the results
showed people who engaged in SOC and found benefits were more satisfied with life and leisure
compared to people who did not find benefits and did not engage in SOC processes. On the other
hand, people who maintained or increased participation were more satisfied with life and leisure
activities. As McGuire and Norman (2005) stated constraints might be welcomed. This
understanding is important, because as a recreational specialist it is important to know that (1)
seeking available opportunities can be an adaptive strategy and can help cope with or negotiate
constraints (Mannell & Kleiber, 1997) and (2) accepting losses can bring growth opportunities that
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are not available otherwise (McGuire et al. 2007). Thus, accepting people as being constrained due to
not having available resources when they reduce participation would be misleading in recreational
planning.
Limitation of the Study
Scholars examining the development of leisure constraints literature have drawn attention to
the presumptions driving research when examining leisure constraints in older adults. The
concentration on the importance of persons’ need to limit their range of possible behaviors has been
requested. Focusing on the self-reported social-psychological changes in later stages of life and their
association with leisure activities, this study initiated the process of determining if constraints trigger
self-binding actions and whether self-binding actions are beneficial in the existence of social or
psychological strenuous conditions.
In this study, participants presented reduction, increase, and maintenance in their leisure
activity participation over the last 10 years. The changes in leisure behavior occurred because of
various losses. In this study (1) there were a limited number of cases within specified life events, and
(2) the information on how recently the event occurred and how important the event was for a
respondent was not known. Future research focusing on specific categories of events would broaden
our understanding. More extensive sampling of individuals with specific loses and collecting
information on the intensity and recency of the events would contribute to theoretical as well as
practical understandings of what people think about constraints.
The findings of this study support the hypothesis that SOC related strategies are important
for leisure and life satisfaction. However, CFA analysis reduced the number of items from twelve to
eight. This scale originally had a forced choice format. Based on the literature, the scale options were
added to increase variation in the responses. Further evaluation of the scale and the scale items
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would help researchers identify the best answer choice format for this scale and contribute to our
theoretical understanding of this theory.
Measurement issues related to the operationalization of “leisure behavior change” can be
improved by adding multiple indicators. Additional activities within the categories might enhance this
measurement’s reliability. In addition, the content validity of these measures might be enhanced by
considering the “leisure experience” within activities, rather than simply asking about sense of change
in overall participation behavior. This improvement would enhance researchers’ understanding of
overall change in leisure domain of life.
The operationalization of enhancement outcomes can be broadened. In this study,
enhancement outcomes were operationalized within the leisure domain of life. The effect of
constraints may carry on beyond leisure. Investigating changes in other domains of life such as work
and family and how they relate to leisure in terms of self, identity, and resolution of conflicts can
expand our understanding of possible positive impacts of constraints in people’s lives.
The final major measurement issue relates to the methodology of the study. The overall
investigation was conducted through a survey. Survey research involves weaknesses and potential
biases. Using a single survey limits the information obtained about how individuals interact with
constraints. While this study obtained information through online and paper surveys for
acknowledging the preferences of the participants, it is limited to a single data collection from three
different groups. Multiple-time data collection or repeated measures would enhance our
understanding of responses to constraints and possible cumulative effects of constraints on
individuals.
The participants of this study were community dwelling older adults. Although the age range
is narrow, having a smaller range would provide a better picture of the change in leisure life. In
addition, this would help researchers control for possible cohort effect, since different cohorts would
have different characteristics, leisure interests and motivations. Focusing on a specific age group

120

would benefit the study, since the constraints experienced would be more likely to be similar, and the
variation in individuals’ perception of the constraints would be the major focus.
The purpose of this study was to explore whether constraints catalyzed SOC. As the
literature suggests (Baltes & Baltes, 1990) developmental losses limiting resources for goal attainment
might trigger the SOC process. In this study, most effect sizes were relatively small. The small effect
sizes would be explained by the respondents’ level of engagement in the SOC process. The potential
losses focused in this study may not be challenging enough to start selective optimization with
compensation strategies for the sample in this study. This research presents the complexity of the
SOC processes and asks for investigation of this issue with a longitudinal research. Catalization
processes may be a causal explanation that may require follow up analysis of changes occurring due
to losses.
Recommendations for Future Research
This study has six recommendations for future research. First, catalyzing role of losses needs
further investigation. Elster, Shogan, and Schwartz (see Chapter 1) discussed non-standard ideas
indicating that constraints, imposed by internal or external causes, can be beneficial, and acceptance
of them can be positive. Investigating the impacts of constraints in relation to leisure experience as
well as participation is crucial. Future research with an advanced methodology should investigate
whether constraints catalyze the SOC process.
Second, Elster (2000) stated that there are incidental and essential constraints (See Chapter 1
for details). Incidental constraints are imposed for their expected benefits, whereas essential
constraints are just the facts of life, the acceptance may or may not bring benefits. Future research
examining these constraints independently, and investigating the relationship between them would be
a significant contribution to leisure constraints literature.
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Third, benefits of constraints would relate to not only SOC theory but also other
developmental models that are closely related to the SOC model, such as socio-emotional selectivity
theory (Carstensen, 1995), Brandtstadter’s theory of assimilative-accommodative mastery,
Heckhausen’s theory of primary-secondary control, and Hobfoll’s theory of resource development
and conservation (Baltes, et. al., 2005). These models can contribute to the leisure constraints
literature, and help researchers explain constraints in relation to specific psycho-social constructs in
leisure contexts.
Fourth, because constraint is a complex construct (Burnett-Wolle & Godbey, 2007)
constraints research needs theoretical as well as methodological sophistication. Jackson (1988) stated
that “More attention should be paid to how practitioners can use the findings of constraints
research” (p. 213). Constraints research needs improvement in methodological issues as well as in
theoretical approach. Unless we understand how people perceive and adapt to constraints, as well as
how constraints impact individuals’ lives, practical implications will be limited. Descriptive and
exploratory studies are very important in investigating issues that are new to researchers; however,
integrating findings in the literature and testing the assumptions with advance and controlled
methodology would bring better understanding of the related social phenomena. Moreover,
theoretical and methodological advancement in constraints research would enable researchers to
understand the linkage of constraints to other psycho-social constructs. As Jackson (1988) stated
“The range of leisure related behaviors with which constraints are associated could be broadened.
For example, the activities, preference, and behavior of incompatible recreationists, widely
investigated in outdoor recreation, conflict research could easily be redefined as constraints on
enjoyment” (p. 213).
Fifth, in this study, few participants reported that they were constrained within leisure
because they engaged in an activity in response to a life event and they started investing in this
activity more than they would desire to do. As Jackson (1988) stated:
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Constraints on leisure explain only the negative aspects of leisure behavior, such as why
people do not participate, why they cease participating, or why they fail to achieve the
desired level of satisfaction. Yet it is not entirely out of the question that constraints also
affect the more “positive” aspects as well. Many people may participate in certain activities,
or participate more frequently than they might really wish because of, say, marital, family, or
social pressures. More time than is desired might be spent engaging in certain activities (e.g.
watching TV) for reasons such as boredom. Thus, we uniformly assumed that constraints
only explain behaviors such as nonparticipation, future research attention might also focus
on constraints for nonparticipation (p 213).
In such cases, investigating how constraints can free individuals from undesired commitments and
provide growth promoting changes would be an important contribution to the leisure and recreation
literature.
Finally, the measurement instruments used in this study need further evaluation. In this
study composite score for leisure satisfaction scale and life satisfaction index for third age (LSITA)
were used. Both scales had relatively high reliability scores; however, internal validity of the scales
needs further investigation. In addition, future research expanding the enhancement outcomes scale
and modifying the SOC scale for the domain of leisure would significantly contribute to the leisure
and recreation field.
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Appendix A
IRB Approval Letter

To: lefty@clemson.edu
From: Daniel Harris dharri2@clemson.edu
Subject: Validation of IRB application #06-IRB-089EX entitled “Enabling Potential of Constraints”
Cc: lmoll@clemson.edu
Bcc:
Attached: C:/Documents and Settings/dharri2/Desktop/PI_Responsibilities_Version_1_25_06.doc;
Dear Dr. McGuire:
The Chair of the Clemson University Institutional Review Board (IRB) validated the proposal
identified above using the Exempt review procedures and a determination was made on March 4,
2006 that the proposed activities involving human participants qualify as Exempt from continuing
review under Category 2 based on the Federal Regulations. You may begin this study.
Please remember that no change in this research proposal can be initiated without prior review by the
IRB. Any unanticipated problems involving risks to subjects, complications, and/or any adverse
events must be reported to the IRB immediately. The Principal investigator is also responsible for
maintaining all applicable protocol records (regardless of media type) for at least three (3) years after
completion of the study (i.e, copy of validated protocol, raw data, amendments, correspondence, and
other pertinent documents). You are requested to notify the Office of Research Compliance (ORC)
if your study is completed or terminated.
Attached is a document developed by Clemson University regarding the Principal Investigator’s
Responsibilities.
Good luck with your study and please feel free to contact us if you have any questions. Please use the
IRB number and the title in all communications regarding this study.
Daniel Harris
Program Assistant
Institutional Review Board (IRB)
223 Bracket Hall
Clemson University
Clemson, SC 29634-5704
dharri2@clemson.edu
Phone: 864-656-0636
Fax: 864-656-4475
www.clemson.edu/research/orcSite/indexComply.html
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Appendix B
Invitation Letter for Pretest / Pilot
The Study of Leisure Behavior in Later Life
My name is Begum Aybar-Damali. I am a Ph.D. student at Clemson University; Parks
Recreation and Tourism Management Department. I am writing to you to ask your help in a
doctoral research project conduct by Prof. Francis McGuire and Begum Aybar-Damali. The purpose
of our study is to explore leisure behavior in later years. The knowledge gained from this study will
be important as it will provide researchers with information which will help people deal with losses in
later life.
We are inviting you to join us in a small group discussion to talk about the qualities of the
research instrument developed for this project. We would like to hear your opinions and ideas. The
interview will take no more than an hour and will consist of about 5 to 10 other people. If you are 65
years old or older and interested in helping us in our study, please e-mail Begum Aybar-Damali
(abegum@clemson.edu). Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.
Date: the last week of July
Time and place: We will schedule a meeting at one of your preferred times/dates and places.
Please let us know the times, dates, and places that are convenient.
___July 24, Monday / 1pm
___July 24, Monday / 3pm
___July 26, Wednesday / 1pm
___July 26, Wednesday / 3pm
___July 28, Friday / 1 pm
___July 28, Friday / 3pm
___Clemson Downs Activity Center, Clemson
___Keowee Key, Salem
___Lehotsky Hall, Conference Room, Clemson University
Best wishes and thank you for your time and help in advance.
Francis A. McGuire Begum Aybar-Damali
Ph.D. Alumni Professor Ph.D. Candidate
864.656.2182
864.656.6124
lefty@clemson.edu abegum@clemson.edu
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Appendix C
Invitation Letter I
Dear OLLI members,
I am a Ph.D. student at Clemson University working on a doctoral study. As several of you may
remember, you helped me with our study during this summer. Hearing your perspective was very
important; your participation helped us develop research instrument for this project. We thank you
so much for your support.
Now, we are moving to the second phase. We would like to invite those of you who have not helped
us this summer to take 25 minutes to complete a survey.
The data collected from this survey will help researchers in understanding the various aspects of
leisure behavior, and facilitating better recreational opportunities for individuals.
If you are willing to help us, please click the link below (or copy and paste it to your browser) to read
the informational letter and complete the survey.
http://www.clemson.edu/selectsurveynet/TakeSurvey.aspx?PageNumber=1&SurveyID=78KHml8
This study was approved by Institutional Review Board of Clemson University.
Thank you in advance for your help and support. I will be happy to provide you with information
about the outcome of the study. If you would like a copy of the results please let me know via e-mail
(abegum@clemson.edu).
Begum Aybar-Damali, PhD Candidate
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
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Appendix D
Invitation Letter II
Dear Members of Senior Solutions,
I am a Ph.D. student at Clemson University working on a doctoral study. As several of you may
remember, we met at the lunch on Friday. It was a great pleasure to meet with you all and I thank
you so much for your support in my study.
I would like to invite those of you whom I did not get a chance to meet to take 25 minutes to
complete a survey.
The data collected from this survey will help researchers in understanding the various aspects of
leisure behavior, and facilitating better recreational opportunities for individuals.
If you are willing to help us, please click the link below (or copy and paste it to your browser) to read
the informational letter and complete the survey.
http://www.clemson.edu/selectsurveynet/TakeSurvey.aspx?PageNumber=1&SurveyID=78KHml8
Thank you in advance for your help and support.
Begum Aybar-Damali, PhD Candidate
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
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Appendix E
Reminder for on Online Survey
Dear OLLI members,
A few weeks ago, we sent you a letter inviting you to participate in a research study “Leisure and Life
Events.”
If you have already completed the online questionnaire, I thank you very much. The data collected
from this survey will help researchers in understanding the various aspects of leisure behavior, and
facilitating better recreational opportunities for individuals.
If you have not yet had time to complete the questionnaire, we would still appreciate your response.
If you are willing to participate please click the link below (or copy and paste it to your browser) to
read the informational letter and complete the survey.
http://www.clemson.edu/selectsurveynet/TakeSurvey.aspx?PageNumber=1&SurveyID=78KHml8
This study was approved by Institutional Review Board of Clemson University.
Thank you in advance for your help and support. I will be happy to provide you with information
about the outcome of the study. If you would like a copy of the results please let me know via e-mail
(abegum@clemson.edu).
Sincerely,
Begum Aybar-Damali, PhD Candidate
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
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Appendix F
Informational Letter - Paper and Pencil Survey
Dear participant,

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Prof. Francis McGuire, the principle
investigator and Begum Aybar-Damali, the co-investigator. Purpose of this research study is to
explore the way you feel about your leisure life as it relates to your life experiences. Your
participation in this study is important, particularly since you have a wide range of experiences in life.
By participating in this study you will provide insights to explore how life experiences relate to leisure
life and well-being in later years. We would greatly appreciate your participation in this study.
Your participation will involve filling a written survey. Filling the questionnaire should not take more
than 25 minutes of your time. Your answers will be confidential, you are not asked to report your
name or address on the document. Your participation is completely voluntary. You may quit the
study at any time and you may refuse to answer the questions that you do not wish to answer.
Results of this study will be used for a dissertation in partial fulfillment of a graduate program, related
publications in academic journals or presentations at professional conferences. If you have any
questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please contact: Prof. Francis A.
McGuire, Ph.D (864-656-2183 / lefty@clemson.edu) or Begum Z. Aybar-Damali at Clemson
University (864-656-6124 / abegum@clemson.edu). If you have any questions or concerns about
your rights as a research participant, please contact the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance at
864-656-6460 (lmoll@clemson.edu).
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Appendix G
Informational Letter – Online Survey
Dear participant,
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Prof. Francis McGuire, the principal
investigator and Begum Aybar-Damali, the co-investigator. Purpose of this research study is to
explore the way you feel about your leisure life as it relates to your life experiences. Your
participation in this study is important, particularly since you have a wide range of experiences in life.
By participating in this study you will provide insights to explore how life experiences relate to leisure
life and well-being in later years. We would greatly appreciate your participation in this study.
Your participation will involve filling out a survey. Filling out the survey should not take more than
25 minutes of your time. Your answers will be confidential, you are not asked to report your name or
address. Your participation is completely voluntary. You may quit the study at any time and you may
refuse to answer the questions that you do not wish to answer.
Results of this study will be used for a dissertation in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a
graduate degree, related publications in academic journals or presentations at professional
conferences. If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please
contact: Prof. Francis A. McGuire, Ph.D (864-656-2183 / lefty at clemson.edu) or Begum Z. AybarDamali at Clemson University (864-656-6124 / abegum at clemson.edu). If you have any questions
or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the
Clemson University Office of Research Compliance at 864-656-6460 (lmoll at clemson.edu).
Please click "Next" if you would like to take the survey. If you do not wish to take the survey, please
simply click "Cancel." This will close your browser.
Thank you in advance for your help and support.
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Appendix H
Thank You Letter – OLLI
Dear OLLI staff and OLLI members,
I just wanted to tell you how much I appreciate your helping me in my doctoral study on Leisure and
Life Events.
This summer, several of you sat with me for an hour or so and spent the time to tell me your
comments on the design and the content of the questionnaire that my committee and I designed.
Your perspective helped us to ensure that it is as useful and effective as possible. I also appreciate the
offer of those who were willing to help but were not in town at the time.
This winter, an invitation letter including an electronic link to my survey was sent to 1,104 OLLI
members through the help of Ms. Joan Pettigrew. I thank those of you who took the time to
respond. A few people have written to say that they experienced technical problems and couldn’t
complete the survey; I apologize for the inconvenience, and thank you for letting me know your
willingness to participate.
At last, but not least, thanks to Mr. Don Fuller, the president of the OLL organization, for
supporting my project and giving me this opportunity to hear your perspectives and Ms. Joan
Pettigrew, the director of OLLI, for putting me in touch with you and letting me know your
concerns and thoughts.
This study is still ongoing; data collection is taking place both onsite at various locations in Clemson
area and online. According to some preliminary results, 80 OLLI members completed the
questionnaire. People took approximately 22 minutes to complete it. Respondents’ ages range
between 27 and 76, and 67% of the respondents are female.
Since I am still collecting data, I can only give you brief information at this stage. But please be
assured that, I will keep those of you who would like to learn about the results informed of my study.
Again, thanks so much for supporting a doctoral student on her academic efforts.
Best regards,
Begum Aybar-Damali
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
Clemson University

132

Appendix I
Survey Instrument

Leisure and Life Events

Parks, Recreation and
Tourism Management Department
Clemson University
Clemson S C, 29634

All Responses are Confidential
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Dear participant,
Y ou are invited to participate in a research study conducted by
Prof. Francis McGuire, the principle inv estigator and Begum AybarDamali,
the coinv estigator. Purpose of this research study is to explore the way
you f eel about your leisure life as it relates to y our life experiences. Your
participation in this study is important, particularly since y ou hav e a wide
range of experiences in life. By participating in this study you will provide
insights to explore how life experiences relate to leisure life and wellbeing
in later years. We would greatly appreciate your participation in this study.
Y our participation will involve filling a written surv ey. Filling the
questionnaire should not take more than 25 minutes of your time. Your
answers will be conf idential, you are not asked to report y our name or
address on the document. Y our participation is completely voluntary. You
may quit the study at any time and you may refuse to answer the questions
that you do not wish to answer.
Results of this study will be used for a dissertation in partial
fulf illment of a graduate program, related publications in academic journals
or presentations at professional conferences. If you have any questions or
concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please contact:
Prof. Francis A. McGuire, Ph.D (8646562183 / lefty@clemson.edu) or
Begum Z. AybarDamali at Clemson Univ ersity (8646566124 /
abegum@clemson.edu).
If you hav e any questions or concerns about your rights as a research
participant, please contact the Clemson University Office of Research
Compliance at 8646566460 (lmoll@clemson.edu).

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS, RECR EATION & TOURISM MANAGEMENT
College of Health, Educatio n & Human Development 263 Lehotsky Hall Box 340735 Clemson, SC 296340735
Tel: 864.656.3400 FAX: 864.656.2226
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SECTION 1. LIFE EVENTS

Page 3 of 24

Ev ery one experiences signif icant lif e ev ents which aff ect the
way we do things and f eel about things. These ev ents include
illness, employ ment, marriage, div orce, death, or accidents.
They might be negativ e or positiv e.

We would like to know if y ou hav e experienced any of the
f ollowing lif e ev ents during the last 10 y ears. Please select all
that apply by circling a number.
1) Death of a spouse
2) Decrease in phy sical energy
3) Decrease in mental abilities
4) Illness
5) Harder to liv e in my house/neighborhood
6) Decrease in f inancial resources
7) New or increased caregiv ing responsibility
8) Other. Please specify _______________ ______ _

Which ev ent of those you just selected caused the most changes
in y our life? Please write its number here: ____
The next 4 questions refer to this specific life event.
Please go to the next page.
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SECTION 2. AC TIVITY P AR TICIP ATION

Page 4 of 24

In this study, leisure activities are defined as nonwork
activities in which you have a free choice as to whether or
not to participate. These activities take place in your free time
and there is no obligation as to what is chosen or to what
extent you participate.

Some leisure activ ities inv olv e social partners, such as talking to
others, v isiting, or talking ov er the phone. How has y our
participation in these ty pes of activ ities changed because of this
lif e ev ent?

4

cr
l o ea s
ed
t

In

cr
e
li t a se
tl e
d

In

Ab
sa o u t
m
e th e

Re
du
li t ced
tl e
3

a

2

a

1

a

St
d o o pp
i n ed
g
th
em
Re
a d uc
lo
t ed

Please mark your answer by circling a number.

5

6

If there has been a change, please explain why:

_________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
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SECTION 2. AC TIVITY P AR TICIP ATION

Page 5 of 24

Some leisure activ ities inv olv e hobbies and personal
interests such as painting, play ing a musical instrument,
v isiting the theatre, writing, or reading, or listening to radio
programs. How has y our participation in these ty pes of
activ ities changed because of this lif e ev ent?

4

cr
l o ea s
ed
t

In

cr
l i t e as
tl e e d

In

Ab
sa o u t
m
e th e

Re
d
l i t u ce
tl e d
3

a

2

a

1

a

St
d o o pp
ing ed
th
em
Re
a d uc
lo
t ed

Please mark your answer by circling a number.

5

6

If there has been a change, please explain why:

_________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
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SECTION 2. AC TIVITY P AR TICIP ATION

Page 6 of 24

Some leisure activ ities inv olv e being phy sical such as
exercising, gardening, walking, or trav eling. How has y our
participation in these types of activities changed because
of this lif e ev ent?

4

cr
l o eas
ed
t

In

cr
l i t e as
tl e e d

In

Ab
sa o u t
m
e th e

Re
d
l it u ce
tl e d
3

a

2

a

1

a

St
d o o pp
i ng ed
th
em
Re
a duc
lo
t ed

Please mark your answer by circling a number.

5

6

If there has been a change, please explain why:

_________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
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SECTION 3. ENHANCEMENT

Page 7 of 24

Please mark your agreement with each statement below by

St
r
ag o n g
re
e ly

St
d i r on
sa g l
gr y
ee
Di
sa
gr
ee
Di
s
a
a
lit gre
tl e e
Ag
a r ee
l it
tl e
Ag
re
e

circling a number. My life event allowed me to…

…f ocus on an activ ity that
was/is more satisfy ing than
I expected.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…do leisure activ ities that I
hav e been neglecting f or a
while.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…dev ote myself to leisure
activ ities that matter the
most to me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…spend more time with
my f amily or close f riends.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…increase inv olv ement
with my f amily or close
f riends.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…become closer with
people I like.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…see how well I can do
other leisure activ ities.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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SECTION 3. ENHANCEMENT

Page 8 of 24

Please indicate your agreement with each statement below

…decrease my activity
lev el.

St
ag r o n
r e g ly
e

St
d i r on
sa g l
gr y
ee
Di
sa
gr
ee
Di
a sag
lit
tl e r e e
Ag
a r ee
l it
tl e
Ag
re
e

by circling a number. My life event allowed me to…

1

2

3

4

5

6

…do less and enjoy it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…discov er leisure
abilities I did not know I
had.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…f ind joy in little things.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…see my self learning
new leisure skills.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…relax without
scheduling my time.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…start meaningf ul leisure
activ ities that I wouldn’t
hav e done otherwise.

1

2

3

4

5

6

…enjoy my time alone.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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SECTION 4. LIFE MAN AG EMENT

Page 9 of 24

In the f ollowing section y ou will f ind two people talking
about how they accomplish things in their lif e. We would
like y ou to decide which person is more similar to y ou –
in other words which one behav es most like the way y ou
do.
1) Please select the statement more similar to you by
putting an X mark next to it.
2) After y ou pick the statement, rate the similarity of it to
y ou by circling a number on a scale f rom 1 to 4 (1=little
similarity , 4=exactly me).

When it becomes harder
f or me to get the same
results as I used to, I keep
try ing harder until I can do
it as well as bef ore.

When it becomes harder
f or me to get the same
results as I used to, it is
time to let go of that
expectation.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4
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(Exactly )

SECTION 4. LIFE MAN AG EMENT

When I can’t do
something important the
way I did bef ore, I look
f or a new goal.

Page 10 of 24

When I can’t do
something important the
way I did bef ore, I
distribute my time and
energy among many
other things.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4

When I can’t do something
as well as I used to, I think
about what exactly is
important to me.

(Exactly )

When I can’t do something
as well as I used to, I wait
and see what comes.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4

142

(Exactly )

SECTION 4. LIFE MAN AG EMENT

When things don’t go
as well as they used to,
I keep trying other ways
until I can achiev e the
same results I used to.

Page 11 of 24

When things don’t go as
well as they used to, I
accept it.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4

I keep working on what
I hav e planned, until I
succeed.

(Exactly )

When I do not succeed
right away at what I
want to do, I don’t try
other possibilities f or
v ery long.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4
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(Exactly )

SECTION 4. LIFE MAN AG EMENT

When things don’t go as
well as bef ore, I choose
one or two important
goals.

Page 12 of 24

When things don’t go as
well as bef ore, I still try
to keep all my goals.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4

I make ev ery effort to
achiev e a giv en goal.

(Exactly )

I pref er to wait f or a
while and see if things
will work out by
themselv es.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4

I concentrate all my
energy on f ew things.

(Exactly )

I div ide my energy
among many things.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4
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(Exactly )

SECTION 4. LIFE MAN AG EMENT

Page 13 of 24

Ev en if when
something matters to
me, I still hav e a hard
time dev oting myself
f ully and completely to
it.

If something matters to
me, I dev ote myself
f ully and completely to
it.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4

(Exactly )

When something in my
lif e isn’t working as well
as it used to, I decide
what to do about it
my self , without inv olv ing
other people.

When something in my
lif e isn’t working as well
as it used to, I ask
others f or adv ice or
help.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4
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(Exactly )

SECTION 4. LIFE MAN AG EMENT

I alway s f ocus on
the one most
important goal at a
giv en time.

Page 14 of 24

I am always
working on
sev eral goals at
once.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4

When I think about what I
want in lif e, I commit
my self to just one or two
important goals.

(Exactly )

Ev en when I really
consider what I want in
lif e, I wait and see what
happens instead of
committing my self to just
one or two particular
goals.

How similar is it to y ou?
(A little) 1……….2……….3… …….4
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(Exactly )

SECTION 5. HOW I FEEL ABOU T MY LIFE

Page 15 of 24

1

2

3

4

5

6

I would enjoy my lif e more if
it were not so dull.

1

2

3

4

5

6

This is the dreariest time of
my lif e.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I hav e been unable to do
things right. The deck has
been stacked against me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

The things I do are as
interesting to me as they
ev er were.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I f eel old and tired.

1

2

3

4

5

6

As I grow older, things seem
better than I thought they
would be.

1

2

3

4

5

6

As I look back on my life, I
am well satisf ied.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I am frequently down in the
dumps.

1

2

3

4

5

6

sa
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St
ag r o n
re g ly
e

Di

I am just as happy as when
I was y ounger.

gr

St
di ron
sa g l
gr y
ee

ee
Di
s
so ag
m r ee
ew
ha
t
Ag
so r ee
m
ew
ha
t
Ag
re
e

The f ollowing questions are about how you feel about your life
in general. Please mark y our agreement with each statement by
circling a number.

St
ag r o n
re gly
e
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SECTION 5. HOW I FEEL ABOU T MY LIFE

I hav e gotten more of the
breaks in lif e than most of
the people I know.

1

2

3

4

5

6

The best of lif e is behind
me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I achiev ed in my lif e what I
set out to do.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I’v e gotten pretty much what
I expected out of lif e.

1

2

3

4

5

6

When I think back ov er my
lif e, I didn’t get the important
things I wanted.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I get respect f or the wisdom
of my age and experience.

1

2

3

4

5

6

The things I do are boring or
monotonous.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Ev erything I hav e attempted
in lif e has f ailed.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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St
ag r o n
r e g ly
e
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St
di ron
sa g l
gr y
ee
Di
sa
gr
ee
Di
so sag
m re
ew e
ha
t
Ag
r
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m
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t
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e

SECTION 5. HOW I FEEL ABOU T MY LIFE

I expect some interesting
and pleasant things to
happen to me in the f uture.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I hav e made both good and
bad choices in my lif e and I
can liv e with the results.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I am appreciated by people
who know me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

My lif e is great.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I enjoy ev erything that I do.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Compared to other people
my age, I’v e made a lot of
f oolish decisions in my lif e.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I did it my way .

1

2

3

4

5

6

I hav e made plans for
things I’ll be doing a month
f rom now.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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d i r on
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SECTION 5. HOW I FEEL ABOU T MY LIFE

Compared to other people, I
often get depressed or
down in the dumps.

1

2

3

4

5

6

In spite of what people say ,
the f ate of the av erage
person is getting worse, not
better.

1

2

3

4

5

6

My lif e could be happier
than it is now.

1

2

3

4

5

6

As I age, I get more irritable.

1

2

3

4

5

6

These are the best y ears of
my lif e.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Lif e has not been good to
me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I would not change my past
lif e ev en if I could.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Ev erything is just great.

1

2

3

4

5

6

I f eel my age, but it does not
bother me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Compared to other people I
make a good appearance.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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SECTION 6. MY LEISURE ACTIVITIES

Page 19 of 24

Of
te

n

tru
e
Al
m
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w a o st
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tr u
e

at
So
tr u m e
e wh

tr u l d o
e m

Se
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n e mo s
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ru

e

The f ollowing questions are about how you feel about your
leisure activities. Please indicate y our agreement with each
statement by circling the appropriate number.

I use many diff erent skills and
abilities in my leisure activ ities.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities are v ery
interesting to me.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities giv e me
self conf idence.

1

2

3

4

5

I hav e social interactions with
others through leisure activ ities.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities giv e me a
sense of accomplishment.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities increase
my knowledge about things
around me.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities hav e
helped me to dev elop close
relationships with others.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities help me to
stay healthy.

1

2

3

4

5
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Se
tr u l d o
e m

So
tr u m e
e wh

Of

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities help me
relax.

1

2

3

4

5

I engage in leisure activ ities
which dev elop my physical
f itness.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities contribute
to my emotional wellbeing.

1

2

3

4

5

I engage in leisure activ ities
which restore me phy sically.

1

2

3

4

5

I engage in leisure activ ities
simply because I like to do
those.

1

2

3

4

5

The areas or places where I
engage in my leisure activ ities
are f resh and clean.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities help
reliev e stress.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities help me
to learn about my self.
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SECTION 6. MY LEISURE ACTIVITIES

My phy sical activ ities are
phy sically challenging.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities help me to
learn about other people.

1

2

3

4

5

The peopl e I meet in my leisure
activ ities are f riendly .

1

2

3

4

5

The areas or places where I
engage in my leisure activ ities
are interesting.

1

2

3

4

5

My leisure activ ities prov ide
opportunities to try new things.

1

2

3

4

5

The areas or places where I
engage in my leisure activ ities
are beautif ul.

1

2

3

4

5

The areas or places where I
engage in my leisure activ ities
are well designed.

1

2

3

4

5

I associate with people in my
f ree time who enjoy doing
leisure activ ities a great deal.

1

2

3

4

5

153

SECTION 7. SOCIODEMOGR APHICS
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This information is used for statistical purposes only.

The year I was born is: ________

Please check one response for each question below.

I am:
O Male
O Female
My current marital status is:
O
O
O
O
O

Married and liv ing together
Single (nev er married)
Div orced
Separated
Widowed

The highest level of education I have completed is:
O
O
O
O
O

High school or less
Technical or v ocational college
Some College
4y ear college
Graduate school or similar
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SECTION 7. SOCIODEMOGR APHICS
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The group representing my race is:
O
O
O
O
O
O

White
Black or Af rican American
Asian
Nativ e Hawaiian or Other Pacif ic Islander
American Indian, Alaska Nativ e
Other, please specify____________

My current employment status is:
O Retired, not working
O Employ ed parttime
O Employ ed f ulltime
I would say my current health condition is:
O
O
O
O
O

Excellent
Very good
Good
Fair
Poor

My annual household income before taxes is
approximately:
O
O
O
O
O
O

Less than $20,000
$20,000 to $39,000
$40,000 to $59,000
$60,000 to $79,000
$80,000 to $99,000
$100,000 or more
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J
TH ANK YOU VER Y MUCH FOR
COMPLE TING THIS SURVEY!

YOUR P ARTICIP ATION IS GREATL Y AP PRECI ATED.
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Appendix J
Supplemental Data Tables
Table J.1 Internal Consistencies and Internal Correlations
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1. Life satisfaction
1
2. Leisure satisfaction
.56(**)
1
3. LBC-Social
.18(**)
.29(**)
1
4. LBC-Intellectual
.26(**)
.25(**) .570(**)
1
5. LBC-Physical
.22(**)
.17(**) .433(**)
.57(**)
1
6. Elective selection
.04
.09
.055
.06
.00
1
7. Lossbased selection
.10
.17(**)
.046
.10
-.03
.21(**)
1
8. Optimization
.27(**)
.17(**)
.157(*)
.21(**)
.11
.39(**)
.33(**)
9. Compensation
.29(**)
.23(**)
.058
.09
.08
.14(*)
.26(**)
10. ACT
.21(**)
.24(**) .383(**)
.50(**)
.47(**)
.05
.12
11. REL
.19(**)
.24(**) .346(**)
.35(**)
.35(**)
-.00
.09
12. CAP
.22(**)
.25(**) .354(**)
.41(**)
.35(**)
.05
.19(**)
13. ATT
.20(**)
.24(**) .221(**)
.24(**)
.15(*)
.06
.21(**)
14. Gender
.01
.15(*)
-.069
-.08
-.02
.01
.05
15. Marital status
-.12
-.09
-.073
-.11
-.04
.07
.01
16. Education
.23(**)
.16(*)
-.072
.07
.06
-.04
.02
17. Race
.02
.05
.029
.01
.04
.21(**)
.06
18. Employment
.09
.03
-.043
-.03
-.01
-.01
.02
19. Health
.48(**)
.32(**)
.108
.16(*)
.28(**)
-.01
.00
20. Income
.31(**)
.12
.021
.10
.07
-.08
-.06
21. Age
-.05
-.10
-.091
-.05
-.10
.16(*)
.08
Note: ** Significant at the .01 level * Significant at the .05 level; LBC=Leisure Behavior Change
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8

1
.36(**)
.07
.08
.14(*)
.12
.01
.00
-.05
.09
.13(*)
.21(**)
.07
.00

Table I.1 Continued
9
10
11
12
9. Compensation
1
10. ACT
.02
1
11. REL
.10 .65(**)
1
12. CAP
.04 .75(**) .61(**)
1
13. ATT
.03 .61(**) .60(**) .73(**)
14. Gender
-.08
.06
.02
.14(*)
15. Marital status
-.14(*)
-.10
-.10
-.02
16. Education
.12
.08
.03
.04
17. Race
.06
.08
.11
.11
18. Employment
.13(*)
-.00
.08
.04
19. Health
.19(**)
.08
.12
.11
20. Income
.21(**)
.00
-.03
-.05
21. Age
.01 -.14(*) -.13(*) -.23(**)
Note: ** Significant at the .01 level * Significant at the .05 level

13

14

1
.16(*)
-.05
-.01
.15(*)
.06
.08
-.07
-.17(**)

.
1
.20(**)
-.10
.04
.22(**)
.08
-.08
-.29(**)

15

1
-.18(**)
.15(*)
-.00
-.14(*)
-.42(**)
.22(**)

Table I.1 Continued
17
18
19
20
17. Race
1
18. Employment
.03
1
19. Health
.05
.23(**)
1
20. Income
-.17(*)
.02
.24(**)
1
21. Age
.08
-.27(**)
-.10
-.18(**)
Note: ** Significant at the .01 level * Significant at the .05 level
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21

1

16

1
-.12
.10
.22(**)
.47(**)
-.09
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